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Rep.  Thompson  (Tex.)  introduced  H.  J.  Res.  192 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee.  Print  of  bill  as  introduced. 

House  subcommittee  passed  over  H.  J.  Res.  192. 

House  committee  voted  to  report  H.  J.  Res. 

192. 

House  committee  reported  H.  J.  Res.  192  with¬ 
out  amendment.  H.  Report  No.  $95 •  Print  of 
bill  and  report. 

House  passed  H.  J.  Res.  192  without  amendment. 

H.  J.  Res.  192  was  referred  to  the  Senate 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee.  Print  of 
bill  as  referred. 

Senate  committee  reported  H.  J.  Res.  192 
without  amendment.  S.  Report  No.  5>03.  Print 
of  bill  and  report. 

Senate  passed  over  H.  J.  Res.  192. 

Senate  made  H.  J.  Res.  192  unfinished  business. 

Senate  passed  H.  J.  Res.  192  without  amendment. 

Approved:  Public  law  88-160. 
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I  r  n:  1101  8K  iiBF  5KSBNT  V.  ,  [V  iv 

,  *1  34, 1963 


JOINT  RESOLUTION 


. 

88th  CONGKESS 
1st  Session 


H.J.RES.  192 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  E EPRESENT  ATI  VES 


January  24, 1963 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Texas  introduced  the  following  joint  resolution;  which  was 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 


JOINT  RESOLUTION 

Relating  to  the  validity  of  certain  rice  acreage  allotments  for 

1962  and  prior  crop  years. 

1  Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 

2  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  in  a  State  in  which  farm  rice  acreage  allotments  are  de- 

4  termined  on  the  basis  of  past  production  of  rice  by  the  pro- 

5  ducer  on  the  farm,  any  producer  rice  acreage  allotment  found 

6  by  the  ASC  county  committee  or  the  ASO  State  committee  to 

7  have  been  properly  apportioned  from  the  State  rice  acreage 

8  allotment  and  the  acreage  allotment  for  any  farm  to  which 

9  such  producer  allotment  has  been  allocated  and  approved 

10  by  the  county  committee  in  good  faith  for  any  crop  year 

11  1956  to  1962,  both  inclusive,  shall  he  deemed  to  have  been 
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validly  established  and  shall  remain  in  effect,  and  the  farm 
marketing  quota  and  farm  marketing  excess,  if  any,  shall 
be  determined  on  the  basis  of  such  valid  farm  rice  acreage 
allotment. 

This  resolution  shall  not  apply  to  any  producer  rice  al¬ 
lotment  or  any  planted  rice  acreage  that  has  been  obtained 
by  duplication,  forgery,  bribery,  intimidation,  or  practices 
that  would  result  in  the  total  allotted  acreage  in  the  State  ex¬ 
ceeding  the  State  acreage  allotment,  less  any  unallocated 
reserve  acreage. 
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OFFICE  OF 

BUDGET  AND  FINANCE, 

! (For  information  oULy; 
1  should  not  bo  Quoted 


should  not  be 

OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  |  or  cited 

Issued  March  26,  1963 
For  actions  of  March  25,  /963 

88th-lst/  No.  45 


CONTENTS 

v> 

Ad  j  oornment . . 10,27 

Appropriations . 35 

Area  redevelopment ...  23,50 

Assistant  Secretary . 38 

Civil  defense, ........  1,46 

Civil  rights . 26 

Conservation . 35 

Cotton . 14,36,51 

Electrification. . .19,21,31 

Expenditures . . . 5 

Extension  service . .13 

Farm  program . 12,32,43 
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Foreign  trade, . ....  3,11 
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Information^  . 30 

Insect  concrol..\. . 44 
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Livestock. . . .  \. .  12 


lobbying, . . . 24 

Lumber.  .  *  /. . . . . .  .48 

Nomination . 22 

Parks.  . . . 39 

Peaca/Corps. . . 29 

Peanuts . 9 

Personnel . . .  .20,37,41 

Poultry. . . 11 

'Public  works . . . 4 

Reclamation. . 40 

Research . 7,44 

Rice . « .  9 

Saline  water . 7 

School  lunch . 8 

Stockpiling . 1,46 

Taxation, . 28,45 

Timber . 16 

Water  pollution . 34,42 

Water  resources. . 12 

Water  rights . 17 

Wheat .  2,12,47 

Wilderness . 15 

Youth  employment . 12,49 


HIGHLIGHTS:  House  subcommittee  voted  to  report  bill's  for  transfer  of  rice  allotment 
and  continue  exemption  of  green  peanuts  from  allotments  and  quotas.  Rep.  Latta 
riticized  "double  standard^  voting  in  wheat  referendum^  Sen.  Talmadge  criticized 
Common  Market  restriction/fn  poultry  imports.  Reps.  Olson,  Mont.,  and  White  intro¬ 
duced  bills  to  provide  t/o  additonal  USDA  assistant  secretaries. 


HOUSE 

1.  STOCKPILING./  Both  Houses  received  from  th*s  Department  a  proposed  bill  "to 

provide  fat  che  stockpiling,  storage,  and  distribution  of  essentia*  foodstuffs 
including  wheat  and  feed  grains,  to  assure  supplies  to  meet  emergency  civil 
defens/needs ,  and  other  purposes";  to  House  Armed  Services  Committee  and 
Senatje  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee,  pp.  4513,  4638 

2.  WHE/T.  Rep.  Latta  criticized  the  Department's  announcement  that  producers  of 
>ss  than  15  acres  of  wheat  will  be  ineligible  to  vote  in  the  rererendi 

Unless  they  agree  to  comply  with  quotas. 

FOPvEIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Harvey  criticized  the  President  for  not  withdrawing  mos] 
favored  nation  treatment  from  Yugoslavia  and  P  land  especially  relating  to 
zinc  products,  pp.  4610-1 


2 


V 


PUBLIC  WORKS.  Rep.  Hechler  urged  the  extension  of  accelerated  public  works  pro* 
gram  to  decrease  the  unemployment  problem,  p.  4597 


5. 


EXS  !NDITURES.  Rep.  Cannon  discussed  and  inserted  a  table  showing  the  net  es 
pt  v^iitures  of  fiscal  1963  compared  with  fiscal  1962.  pp.  4598-9 

ip.  Joelson  uiged  Congressmen  to  discover  ways  in  their  district  to  >dut 
expenditures  including  reduced  farm  supports  and  area  re development. 


Feder 
p.  460 
Rep. 
up  a 


>reman  criticized  the  President’s  programs,  stating  they  a^e  ’’running 
Lt  at  more  than  twice  the  rate  of  the  Eisenhower  administration. 


4628-9 


8. 


6.  FLOOD  CONTROL, 
in  the  Miami 
pleted  without  Fe< 


.  Brown  (Ohio),  Schenck,  and  McCulloch  pr* 
valley  (Ohio)  area  for  their  flood  contra 
ral  aid.  pp.  4599-4601 


:aed  the  citizens 
projects  com- 


7.  SALINE-WATER  RESEARCIlX  Both  Houses  received  from  Interior  a  report  pursuant 
to  the  Saline  Water  Ac\  for  the  calendar  year  1962.  jpp.  4514,  4638 


SCHOOL  LUNCH.  Received  frc 
the  District  of  Columbia 
p.  4638 


the  D.  C„  Commissioned  a  proposed  bill  ”to  amend 


lie  School  Food  Services  Act”;  to  D.  C.  Committee 


.( 


9.  RICE;  PEANUTS.  The  Oilseed  and  Rice  Subcommittee  of  the  Agriculture  Committee 


voted-feo— repogfc -Hr— Rt— 374'2T- -re lading  to1  the  transfer-  of  ■prerduce*g--rlee  --acreage- 


passed  over  H.  J.  Res.  192,  relating  to  the  validity  of  certain 

rice  acreage  allotments  for  1962  and  prior  crop  year s ;^and  ■  — 

H.  R. 101,  to  extend  for  2  years  the  exemption  ot  green  peanuts  from  quotas, 
p.  D170 


10.  ADJOURNED  until  Thurs.,  Mar.  28. 


4638 


SENATE 


11.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen.  Talmadge ydriticized  Common  Market  levies  on  the  importation 
of  U.  S.  poultry  as  unreasonable  ar.a  discriminatory,  and  inserted  a  Ga.  Legis¬ 
lature  resolution  critical  of  these  levies  and  ur^ig  the  President  to  take 
action  to  have  them  rented,  pp.  4533-4 


12. 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Mansfield  inserted  the  President's  Chicago  speech  in  which 
he  commended  the  productive  capacity  of  U.  S.  agriculture  and  urged  enactment 
of  his  youth  employment  opportunities  program,  pp.  4528-1 

Sen.  Carlsoty4nserted  a  series  of  Kan.  Livestock  Assoc.  ^solutions  condemn¬ 
ing  the  use  ofi'USDA  publications  "to  promote  the  1964  wheat  program,”  opposing 
proposed  legislation  to  provide  for  regional  planning  of  wate^yresources »  urgiig 
continuation  of  the  National  Livestock  and  Meat  Board  under  its\resent  method 
of  financing,  etc.  pp.  4521-2 


13.  EXTENSION  SERVICE.  Received  a  Wyo.  Legislature  resolution  urging  a  prohibition 
on  tj/le  "use  of  the  Cooperative  Extension  Service  as  a  means  cf  promoting  poli¬ 
tical  programs  as  a  tool  of  the  Federal  Administration."  p.  4518 


)TT0N .  Received  a  S.  C.  Legislature  resolution  commending  Secretary  Freem? 
"for  his  action  in  holding  the  support  price  on  1963  upland  cotton  at  32.47 
cents  per  pound."  pp.  4519-20 


15.  WILDERNESS  AREAS;  FORESTRY.  Received  a  Wyct  Legislature  resolution  opposing  the 


creation  or  extension  of  wilderness  areas  in  that  State,  p.  4520 


(Kvti  cfc*  \  C*'  Co  r.t.aaiovnV  o  ,;r<  •  .*  i  M  o  »»« 


rJ  CONGRESSIONAL 


OFFICE  OF  / 
BUDGET  AND  FINANCE/ 

(For  information  pnly; 

*  should  nob  be  q/oted 


OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AgftCMLT’JRE  i 


Issued  July  18, 

For  actions  of  July  17, 

88th-ls$4  No.  108 


:  9  6  3 


CONTENTS 


,  ise, . . . 22 

Pacitrc /Is lands . 8 

Peanuts . 2 

Pollution . 21 

Potatoes. . . 4 

Pjlblic  -works . ....24 

Recreation. . . 1,14 
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Saline  water . 1 

Territories. ............ .8 


Appropriations. . . . 
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Committee  staffs.. 

. 12 

Forest  >5ervice . .  . 

1 

Veterinary  medicine.. 

.  . .  .9 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House 

agreed  to 

conference  /epor\ 

on  Interior  appropriation  bill. 

House  committee  agreed  to  accept  pric^support\amendment  to  cotton  bill,  referred 
potato  marketing  quota  bill  to  subcommittee,  arui  voted  to  report  rice  allotment 
transfer  bill.  Senate  committee  vo/ed  to  report \ills  to  extend  Mexican  farm  labor 
program,  extend  time  for  filing  tobacco  allotment  Tranfers,  and  permit  transfer  of 
rice  allotment  history.  Senate yZcmmittee  agreed  to\ake  action  on  dairy  legis¬ 
lation  Aug.  7.  House  passed  h/ll  to  continue  exemption  of  peanuts  for  boiling  from 
"Hotments.  Rep.  Roudebush  urged  enactment  of  new  whea^-feed  grains  legislation. 

a) 


2. 


HOUSE 

INTERIOR  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1964,  By  \vote  of  331  to  50, 
agreed  to  the jfonference  report  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  5279,  and\acted  on  amend¬ 
ments  in  disagreement  (pp.  12076-82).  By  a  vote  of  144  to  245\rejected  a 
motion  by  Wp.  Hall  to  recommit  the  bill  to  conference  with  instructions  to 
insist  on /nis agreement  with  a  Senate  amendment  relating  to  the  National  Air 
Museum  Wilding  (pp.  12079-80).  See  Digest  105  for  a  summary  of  Forest  Service 
items.  /This  bill  also  includes  items  for  the  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recre\tion, 
salinjg  water  research,  and  Virgin  Islands  Corporation. 

PEANUTS.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  582,  to  continue  for  two  additional  y^ars 
.964  and  1965)  the  exemption  of  peanuts  used  for  boiling  from  allotments  ar 
'quotas.  A  similar  bill,  H.  R.  101,  was  tabled  (pp.  12082-9).  A  point  of 
order  was  sustained  against  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Findley  which  would  have 
extended  the  exemption  to  all  types  of  peanuts  (pp.  12087-8).  A  point  of  order 
was  sustained  against  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Dole  which  would  have  extended  the 
exemption  to  any  agricultural  commodity  which  prior  to  being  marketed  as  a 


foodstuff  is  boiled  and  dried  (p.  12088). 


A 


President. 

This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  t 


3.  RICE.  The  Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report)- 

H.  J.  Res.  192,  to  make  valid  any  producer  rice  acreage  allotment  found  by 
the  ASC  county  committee  or  the  ASC  State  committee  to  have  been  properly 
apportioned  from  the  State  rice  acreage  allotment  and  the  acreage  allotment 
for  any  farm  to  which  such  producer  allotment  has  been  allocated  and  approved 
by  the  ASC  county  committee  in  good  faith  for  any  crop  year  1956  to  1962.  p, 
D537 

7  — 


4.  POTATOES.  The  Agriculture  Committee  referred  H.  R.  3923,  to/provide  for  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  on  Irish  potatoes,  to  the  Domestic  Marketing  Subcommittee  for 
further  consideration,  p.  D537 


5. 


7. 


COTTON.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Agriculture  Committee  discussed 
H.  Ro  6196,  the  cotton  bill,  now  pending  before  the/Rules  Committee  and 
agreed  "to  accept  a\floor  amendment  which  would  set  the  1954  support  on  the 
balance  of  the  crop  at  30  cents  (middling  1-inch^;  for  1965  at  29%  cents,  and 
for  1966  at  29  cents. "\  p.  D537 


6.  WATERSHEDS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  approy4d  the  following  watershed  pro¬ 
jects:  Bear-Pierce-Cedar  C^eek,  Nebr. ,  Be/lwood,  Nebr. ,  Buckhorn-Mesa,  Ariz., 
Caney  Creek,  Okla. ,  Istokpog^Marsh,  Fla/;  Middle  Fork  of  Hood  River,  Oreg., 
Mulberry  Creek,  Tenn. ,  NealahuV  Hawaii/Tupelo  Bayou,  Ark.,  Upper  Deckers 
Creek,  W.  Va. ,  Upper  Little  Minnesota/River,  S.  Dak.,  Upper  Tampa  Bay,  Fla., 
Johns  Creek,  Va. ,  and  Jumper  Creek^  /‘la.  p.  D537 


INFORMATION.  The  Government  OperaVicHs  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  with  amendment/H.  R.'s6237,  to  authorize  grants  for  the 
collection,  reproduction,  and/publicatiAi  of  documentary  source  material 
significant  to  the  history  ol  the  U.  S.  \.  D537 


8.  TERRITORIES.  The  Interior/and  Insular  Affaire  Committee  voted  to  report 
(but  did  not  actually  report)  with  amendment  HL  R.  3198,  to  promote  the 
economic  and  social  development  of  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands, 
p.  D537  /  \ 


9.  VETERINAP.Y  MEDICINJT,  Passed  without  amendment  H.  J.Nkes,  513,  to  authorize 
the  President  to/ proclaim  the  week  beginning  July  2S,\1963,  as  Veterinary 
Medicine  Week./  p.  12082 


10.  WHEAT;  FEED  GRAINS.  Rep.  Roudebush  urged  the  enactment  of\iew  wheat-feed 

grains  legislation  this  session  of  Congress  and  outlined  certain  provisions 
he  proposed  should  be  included  in  such  legislation,  pp.  12090-1 


11.  FARM 
of 


30R. 


Rep3.  Martin  (Calif.),  Talcott,  and  Gonzalez  debateovthe  merits 


^tending  the  Mexican  farm  labor  program,  pp.  12094-5,  12095-\,  12100 


12. 


COMMITTEE  STAFFS.  Received  from  the  various  committees  reports  on  co^l 
staffs  titles,  and  salaries  for  the  period  Jan.  1  to  June  30,  1963. 
pp.  12102-10 
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Loans .... ........... .15 

ManpoweryC. . ...12 

Nominations 13 
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Prioe  supports 21; 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Sens.  Humphrey  and  Proxmire/coHimended  Sen.  McGovern  for  introducing 
wheat  bill.  Sen.  Proxmire  urged  changes  in  budgetary  procedure.  House  committee 
reported  resolution  making  valid  certain  rice  Acreage  allotments.  Rep.  Harvey 
(Mich.)  inserted  articles  on  reported  political  N^rade  involving  cotton  and  area 
redevelopment  legislation.  Sen.  McGovern  introduced  and  discussed  wheat  bill, 


J 


HOUSE 


1.  FORESTRY.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendments.  1388,  adding 

lands  to  the/Cache  National  Forest,  Utah  (H.  Rept.597)»  p.  12859 

2,  RICE.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  J.  Res.  192,  mak¬ 

ing  valid  certain  rice  acreage  allotments  for  1962  and  prior  crop  years  ;(H. 

Rept.  595) «  p.  12859 


3.  RESEARCH.  Received  a  report  from  the  Office  of  Science  and  Technology ysU' Ocean¬ 
ography:  The  lQGYears  Ahead,”  and  embodying  the  coordinated  plans 'for  3*963-72 
the  20  Federal  agencies  which  conduct  and  sponsor  oceanographic  research;  to 
lerchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee,  p.  12859 


.»  TEXTILES.  Rep.  Cleveland  inserted  an  editorial  complaining  that  the  Administr? 
tion  has  not  kept  its  promise  for  aid  to  the  textile  industry,  pp.  12852-3 


\  5«  AREA  REDEVELOPMENT ;  COTTON*  Rep.  Harvey  (Mich.)  inserted  various  articles  con¬ 
cerning  the  report  of  a  political  trade  over  cotton  and  area  redevelopment 
administration  legislation,  pp.  12815-8 


\ 


6.  FOREIGN  AID.  Rep.  Harvey  (ind.)  criticized  an  editorial  opposing  Rep.  Brojjim- 
f  fold's  amendment  to  the  foreign  aid  bill  which  would  "establish  some  guible- 
line^"  toward  Indonesia  as  done  with  Poland  and  Yugoslavia,  p.  12815 

Rep.  Pucinski  suggested  the  need  for  a  unified  effort  to  meet  the  new 
economic  challenge  if  disarmament  is  achieved,  including  such  possibilities  as 
establishing  consumer  markets  behind  the  Iron  Curtain  and  improving  the  quality 
of  Americaq-ipade  products,  pp.  12857-8 


7.  FARM  LABOR.  R'qp,  Talcott  criticized  resolutions  by  religious-/6unding  committees 
concerning  the  ^Mexican  farm  labor  problem,  p.  12851 

Rep.  Gonzalhz  compared  the  difficult  life  of  the  migr^fit  worker  with  that 
of  various  other  occupations,  pp.  12853-U 


8.  SPENDING.  Rep,  Mult er\ complained  of  backdoor  spending  jis  developing  from  Treas¬ 
ury  financing  rather  than  through  appropriation  bills',  p.  12853 


SENATE 


9.  RIVER  BASINS.  Continued  deba-fee  on  H.  R.  6oi6,  Vo  authorize  additional  appropri¬ 
ations  for  prosecution  of  flooN  control  and  multiple -purpose  projects  in  the 
following  river  basins:  Cape  Fe&r  River  Basin,  Savannah  River  Basin,  central 
and. southern  Florida,  Apalachic oik  River  B^sin,  Brazos  River  Basin,  Arkansas 
River  Basin,  White  River  Basin,  Rea\Rivcnr Basin,  Missouri  River  Basin,  Ohio 
River  Basin,  Los  Angeles-San  Gabriel\Ry<rer  Basin,  and  Columbia  River  Basin 
(pp.  127U6-7,  12772-3,  12775-802).  Agreed  to  the  committee  amendments  en  bloc 
and  the  bill  as  amended  will  be  considered  as  original  text  for  the  purpose  of 
further  amendment  (pp.  127^6-7,  12,775).  Agreed  to  a  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment  limiting  debate  on  this  bill/be ginningvTues.,  July  30  (pp.  12772-3). 

The  report  of  the  Public  W^rks  Committed  includes  the  following  statement 
regarding  a  further  study  of  tne  Cape  Fear  RiV^r  Basin: 

"The  committee  is  of  th^r  opinion  that  the  New  Hope  Dam  does  not 
meet  the  full  needs  ot  the  basin,  and  that Ni  program  of  numerous 
small  reservoir  projects  would  not  provide  tSe  benefits  that  would 
accrue  from  the  Now  Hope  Reservoir  and  other  multiple -purpose  pro¬ 
jects  but  would  Complement  such  larger  projects^  It  believes  that 
joint  investigations  and  studies  of  additional  reservoirs,  both 
large  and  sma^l,  should  be  conducted  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  and  recommends  authorisation  for  such 
a  complete/study,  along  with  the  authorization  for  thX  New  Hope  Dam 
and  Reservoir .  The  study  should  proceed  concurrently  wl^h  the  plan¬ 
ning  on/xhe  New  Hope  Dam  and  Reservoir,  and  determine  thevtotal  needs 
and  economic  justification  for  development  of  all  the  watek^ resources 
of  the  Cape  Fear  River  Basin." 


; 


10.  WHEAT.  Sens.  Humphrey  and  Proxmire  commended  Sen.  McGovern  for  introducing  his 
bill  to  provide  a  voluntary  wheat  adjustment  and  price  support  program^.  and 
urged  that  serious  consideration  be  given  the  proposal,  pp.  12752-3 


11  •  BUDGETING.  Sen.  Proxmire  reviewed  recommendations  to  be  made  by  the  Statis'&vbs 
.Subcommittee  of  the  Joint  Economic  Committee  for  changing  present  procedures 
in  the  development  and  presentation  of  the  Federal  budget  and  urged  support  foi 
/  the  proposed  changes,  particularly  with  regard  to  the  arrangement  and  presen¬ 
tation  of  materials  in  the  budget,  pp.  12753-5 


88th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Report 
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VALIDATING  CERTAIN  RICE  AGREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 


July  29,  1963. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Cooley,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.J.  Res.  192] 

The  Committee  on  Agruculture  to  whom  was  referred  the  joint 
resolution  (H.J.  Res.  192)  relating  to  the  validity  of  certain  rice  acreage 
allotments  for  1962  and  prior  crop  years,  having  considered  the  same, 
report  favorably  thereon  without  amendment  and  recommend  that 
the  joint  resolution  do  pass. 

PURPOSE 

The  purpose  of  this  resulution  is  to  validate  certain  rice  allotments 
which  have  been  made  in  good  faith  by  county  ASC  committees  and 
used  by  producers  prior  to  1963,  which  now  appear  to  be  subject  to 
review  and  possible  recall  due  to  technical  violation  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture’s  regulations  relating  to  rice  acreage  allotments. 

NEED  FOR  THE  LEGISLATION 

In  some  States,  notably  California  and  Texas,  certain  plant  diseases 
make  it  necessary  to  move  the  production  of  rice  to  new  land  about 
every  2  years.  Because  of  this  situation,  rice  allotments  in  these 
States  are  made  to  a  producer  (instead  of  to  a  farm,  as  is  the  case  in 
all  other  allotment  programs,  and  in  rice  elsewhere)  so  that  the 
acreage  may  be  moved  readily  to  fresh  land.  In  practice,  these 
allotments  are  frequently  grown  on  leased  land  and  a  landowner  who 
is  preparing  his  land  for  rice  will  often  lease  acreage  on  the  same 
farm  to  several  different  producers. 

Under  departmental  regulations,  the  allotment  or  allotments  are 
actually  assigned  each  year  to  the  farm  on  which  they  will  be  grown  for 
that  year  and  the  farm  allotment  is  established  as  the  combined 
producer  allotments  assigned  to  the  farm.  If  one  of  those  allotments 
is  out  of  compliance,  the  entire  farm  is  out  of  compliance  and  all  the 
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producers  with  allotments  being  grown  on  the  farm  are  jointly  and 
severally  liable  for  marketing  quotas  penalties,  even  though  their 
own  allotments  are  completely  in  order  and  they  had  no  knowledge 
of  any  irregularity  in  any  allotment. 

Departmental  regulations  require  that  the  allotment  holder  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  farming  operations  by  furnishing  labor,  water,  or  equip¬ 
ment  necessary  to  produce  and  harvest  the  crop.  An  audit  begun  in 
1962  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  disclosed  that  for  several  years 
numerous  county  committees  had  been  assigning  producer  allotments 
to  farms  without  requiring  strict  compliance  with  this  provision  of  the 
regulations.  Under  departmental  regulations  it  would  be  possible  to 
challenge  and  possibly  cancel  allotments  which  had  been  made  under 
these  circumstances  as  far  back  as  1958.  If  this  were  done,  all  the 
producers  with  allotments  on  a  farm  where  an  allotment  was  with¬ 
drawn  would  be  technically  in  violation  of  marketing  quotas  for  that 
year  and  subject  to  marketing  quota  penalties,  even  though  their 
own  allotment  might  have  been  in  compliance  with  regulations  in 
every  detail. 

Such  a  procedure  would  be  patently  unfair  not  only  to  those  pro¬ 
ducers  who  had  complied  in  every  detail  with  the  rquirements  of  the 
regulation  but  also  to  those  who,  in  good  faith,  had  assigned  their 
allotments  to  a  farm  with  the  full  knowledge  and  concurrence  of  the 
county  committee  that  they  were  not  participating  actively  in  the 
production  of  the  crop.  In  addition,  the  Department  estimates  that 
the  administrative  and  legal  expense  of  now  challenging  and  seeking 
to  recall  these  allotments  retroactively  would  far  exceed  the  marketing 
quota  penalties  which  might  be  recovered. 

Changes  in  regulations  and  procedures  to  require  strict  compliance 
with  all  details  of  the  regulations  have  been  put  into  effect  by  the 
Department,  beginning  with  the  1963  crop. 

t  The  committee  emphasizes  that  the  resolution  herewith  reported  will 
validate  only  those  allotments  which  have  been  properly  approtioned 
from  the  State  rice  acreage  allotment  in  good  faith  by  the  county 
committee  but  which  might  be  subject  to  recall  because  of  producer 
nonparticipation  in  the  production  of  the  crop.  I  It  would  not  validate 
any  allotment  subject  to  recall  or  cancellation  because  of  duplication, 
forgery,  bribery,  intimidation,  or  practices  which  would  result  in  the 
total  allotted  acreage  in  the  State  exceeding  the  State  acreage  allot¬ 
ment,  less  any  unallocated  reserve  acreage. 

In  its  interpretation  of  the  resolution,  the  committee  concurs 
completely  with  the  construction  placed  on  it  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  in  his  report  on  the  resolution. 

COST 

As  indicated  above,  and  in  the  Department’s  report,  it  is  believed 
that  adoption  of  the  resolution  will  result  in  a  saving  to  the  Federal 
Government. 

DEPARTMENTAL  APPROVAL 

Following  is  the  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  stating 
that  the  Department  has  no  objection  to  enactment  of  the  legislation 
if  it  is  interpreted  as  set  out  in  the  letter  (with  which  interpretation 
the  committee  concurs). 
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Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  25,  1963. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  of  January 
30,  1963,  for  a  report  on  House  Joint  Resolution  192,  a  resolution 
relating  to  the  validity  of  certain  rice  acreage  allotments  for  1962  and 
prior  crop  years. 

The  Department  has  no  objection  to  the  adoption  of  this  resolution 
upon  the  understanding  that  the  final  paragraph  of  the  resolution 
will  be  interpreted  as  hereinafter  set  out. 

House  Joint  Resolution  192  would  validate  any  producer  rice 
acreage  allotment  found  by  the  ASC  county  committee  or  State 
committee  to  have  been  properly  apportioned  from  the  State  rice 
acreage  allotment  and  the  acreage  allotment  for  any  farm  to  which 
such  producer  allotment  has  been  allocated  and  approved  by  the 
county  committee  in  good  faith  for  any  crop  year  1956  through  1962, 
inclusive,  even  though  the  allocation  of  any  such  producer  allotment 
might  be  subject  to  recall  and  revocation  (with  comparable  reduction 
in  the  total  farm  allotment)  if  the  holder  of  such  producer  allotment 
has  been  found  not  to  have  been  actively  engaged  in  the  production 
of  rice  on  the  farm.  The  resolution  would  not  apply,  however,  if 
the  allocation  of  the  producer  rice  allotment  to  the  farm  is  subject  to 
recall  or  cancellation  due  to  duplication,  forgery,  bribery,  intimida¬ 
tion,  or  practices  which  would  result  in  the  total  allotted  acreage  in 
the  State  exceeding  the  State  acreage  allotment,  less  any  unallocated 
reserve  acreage. 

In  order  to  prevent  traffic  in  producer  rice  acreage  allotments,  the 
regulations  governing  the  determination  of  farm  rice  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  have  always  provided  that  a  producer  may  not  allocate  his 
producer  allotment  to  a  farm  unless  he  will  be  engaged  in  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  rice  on  the  farm. 

The  term  “engaged  in  the  production  of  rice”  is  defined  in  the 
regulations  as  “actively  participating  as  a  producer  in  the  farming 
operations  necessary  to  produce  and  harvest  a  crop  of  rice  on  a  farm 
and  the  sharing  in  the  predetermined  and  fixed  portion  of  the  rice 
crop,  or  the  proceeds  thereof,  at  the  time  of  harvest  by  virtue  of 
furnishing  as  landowner  or  landlord  the  land  on  which  the  rice  is 
being  produced,  or  by  furnishing  as  tenant  or  sharecropper  the  labor, 
water,  or  equipment  necessary  to  produce  and  harvest  the  crop.” 

Beginning  with  the  1958  crop  of  rice,  the  regulations  have  provided 
that  “If  the  county  or  State  committee  has  reason  to  believe,  after 
the  establishment  of  any  farm  acreage  allotment  *  *  *  that  a  tenant 
whose  allotment  acreage  was  allocated  to  such  farm  is  not,  or  was  not, 
in  fact  actively  participating  in  the  production  of  the  rice  crop 
produced  on  the  farm  in  such  year,  a  hearing  shall  be  scheduled  by  the 
county  committee  and  the  tenant  shall  be  invited  to  be  present,  or 
to  be  represented,  at  which  time  he  shall  be  given  an  opportunity  to 
substantiate  his  claim  that  he  is,  or  was,  actively  engaged  in  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  rice  on  the  farm  as  indicated  at  the  time  of  filing  his  request 
for  the  allocation  of  his  producer  allotment  to  the  farm.  If  the 
county  committee,  with  State  committee  approval,  or  the  State  committee 
finds  that  such  tenant  is  not,  or  was  not,  actively  participating  in  the 
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production  of  the  rice  crop  on  the  farm,  except  where  allocation  was 
made  for  the  purpose  of  participating  in  the  conservation  reserve 
program  or  for  the  preservation  of  acreage,  and  therefore  did  not 
actively  engage  in  the  production  of  rice  on  such  farm  during  the  year 
in  question,  the  county  committee  shall,  with  approval  of  the  State 
committee,  recall  such  producer’s  allotment  acreage  previously  allo¬ 
cated  to  the  farm  and  adjust  the  farm  rice  acreage  allotment  accord¬ 
ingly.”  [Italic  language  added  by  amendment  to  l'egulations, 
approved  March  21,  1962.] 

On  the  basis  of  audits  conducted  in  the  rice-producing  area  of 
Texas  and  California,  some  producer  rice  acreage  allotments  now  are 
subject  to  recall  under  the  existing  rice  acreage  allotment  regulations. 
Several  additional  cases  have  come  under  question  in  California  and 
are  being  investigated.  Indications  are  that  these  violations  in  both 
Texas  and  California  pertain  not  only  to  rice  of  1962  production, 
but  to  that  of  several  prior  years. 

In  those  cases  where  it  may  be  determined  that  the  allocation  of 
the  allotment  for  a  producer  should  be  recalled  and  the  rice  acreage 
allotment  for  the  farm  reduced,  which  adjustment  then  leaves  the 
rice  acreage  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  allotment,  all  of  the 
producers  on  the  farm,  jointly  and  severally,  become  subject  to 
marketing  penalties. 

At  the  present  time  the  Department  is  endeavoring  to  enforce 
the  provisions  of  the  regulations  in  each  case  where  it  has  been  de¬ 
termined  that  the  allocation  of  a  producer’s  allotment  to  a  farm 
should  be  recalled  or  revoked  because  the  producer  was  not  actually 
engaged  in  the  production  of  rice  on  the  farm.  Because  the  1962 
crop  was  being  harvested,  or  was  practically  ready  for  harvest  at  the 
time  of  discovery  of  the  violations,  and  so  as  not  to  deter  the  orderly 
movement  of  the  crop,  investigation  to  determine  the  extent  of  liability 
to  penalty  was  related  initially  only  to  the  1962  plantings. 

As  a  general  rule,  two  or  more  producers  on  the  farm  will  be  in¬ 
volved  on  the  average  rice  farm  in  Texas  and  California.  Thus, 
under  such  circumstances  the  recall  or  revocation  of  the  allocation 
of  one  producer  allotment  on  a  farm  is  likely  to  make  other  producers 
on  the  farm  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  the  marketing  penalty 
computed  for  the  farm,  although  in  fact  they  did  not  contribute  to 
the  excess  of  rice  plantings. 

The  violations  of  the  regulations  fall  into  two  general  categories. 
The  typical  situation  in  one  category  is  where  a  producer  who  received 
a  valid  producer  allotment  allocated  it  to  a  farm,  but  the  allocation 
became  subject  to  recall  because  it  was  later  determined  that  the 
producer  was  not  engaged  in  the  production  of  rice  on  the  farm  for  the 
year  in  question.  It  is  this  type  of  situation  to  which  we  understand 
it  is  intended  the  resolution  shall  apply.  The  other  type  of  situation 
is  where  a  farmer,  usually  through  the  payment  of  money  to  an 
employee  of  a  county  ASCS  office,  obtained  for  his  own  use  the  alloca¬ 
tion  to  a  farm  of  the  producer  allotment  of  a  producer  who  was  a 
fictitious  person  or  had  already  properly  allocated  his  producer  allot¬ 
ment  to  another  farm  in  the  same  or  a  different  county  or  had  no 
knowledge  of  the  allocation  of  his  allotment  to  the  farm.  The  pay¬ 
ment  to  the  ASCS  county  employee  may  have  been  a  bribe  or  the 
farmer  may  have  actually  thought  he  could  “lease”  an  allotment. 
In  this  situation,  the  allocation  of  the  producer  allotment  most  likely 
involved  a  fictitious  allotment  or  a  duplicated  allotment  which  in 
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either  case  would  tend  to  result  in  the  total  allotted  acreage  in  the 
State  being  in  excess  of  the  State  acreage  allotment,  less  unallocated 
State  reserve  acreage.  As  we  interpret  the  resolution,  it  would  not 
apply  to  the  situation  in  which  a  farmer  obtained  for  his  own  use  the 
allocation  of  the  allotment  of  another  producer  by  the  payment  of 
money  to  a  county  office  employee.  It  would  be  helpful  to  the  De¬ 
partment  in  carrying  out  our  interpretation  of  the  provisions  of  the 
resolution  should  it  become  law  if  the  language  of  lines  5  through  10 
on  page  2  of  the  resolution  were  to  be  clarified  by  including  in  the 
committee’s  report  on  the  resolution  specific  examples  of  the  type  of 
cases  to  which  the  resolution  would  not  apply. 

It  is  believed  that  the  adoption  of  this  proposed  resolution  would 
result  in  considerable  savings  to  the  Federal  Government  in  adminis¬ 
trative  costs  as  well  as  saving  from  bankruptcy  a  considerable  number 
of  rice  producers,  including  many  who  were  not  really  responsible  for 
any  improper  allocation.  It  would  entail  the  loss  to  the  Federal 
Government  of  some  rice  marketing  quota  penalties,  but  the  amount 
|of  penalties  collected  would  in  all  probability  be  offset  by  the  costs  of 
administrative  and  judicial  proceedings  necessary  to  effect  collection. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
submission  of  this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Orville  L.  Freeman,  Secretary. 


88th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Union  Calendar  No.  249 

EJ.  RES.  192 

[Report  No.  595] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

January  24, 1963 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Texas  introduced  t lie  following  joint  resolution;  which  was 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 

July  29, 1963 

Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

arid  ordered  to  be  printed 


JOINT  RESOLUTION 

Relating  to  the  validity  of  certain  rice  acreage  allotments  for 

1962  and  prior  crop  years. 

1  Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 

2  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  in  a  State  in  which  farm  rice  acreage  allotments  are  de- 

4  termined  on  the  basis  of  past  production  of  rice  by  the  pro- 

5  ducer  on  the  farm,  any  producer  rice  acreage  allotment  found 

6  by  the  ASC  county  committee  or  the  A  SC  State  committee  to 

7  have  been  properly  apportioned  from  the  State  rice  acreage 

8  allotment  and  the  acreage  allotment  for  any  farm  to  which 

9  such  producer  allotment  has  been  allocated  and  approved 

10  by  the  county  committee  in  good  faith  for  any  crop  year 

11  1956  to  1962,  both  inclusive,  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been 


I 


2 


validly  established  and  shall  remain  in  effect,  and  the  farm 
2  marketing  quota  and  farm  marketing  excess,  if  any,  shall 
2  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  such  valid  farm  rice  acreage 
4  allotment. 

r  This  resolution  shall  not  apply  to  any  producer  rice  al- 

t) 

G  lotment  or  any  planted  rice  acreage  that  has  been  obtained 
rj  by  duplication,  forgery,  bribery,  intimidation,  or  practices 

8  that  would  result  in  the  total  allotted  acreage  in  the  State  ex- 

9  ceeding  the  State  acreage  allotment,  less  any  unallocated 


2Q  reserve  acreage. 
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and  a  rectory  and  several  businesses  and 
private  residences  are  in  danger,  not  to 
rention  one  of  the  main  thoroughfares 
the  town. 

*The  Chief  of  Engineers  in  March  of 
195\approved  construction  of  a  bank 
protection  project  along  Water  Street, 
under  ©he  general  authority  provided  by 
section  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1946,  subject  to  certain  items  of  local 
participation  including  a  cash  contribu¬ 
tion  of  the  construction  cost  in  excess  of 
the  $50,000  Federal  limitation  specified 
by  the  act.  ThN^hief  of  Engineers  and 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  carefully  in¬ 
vestigated  this  matter,  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  reported: 
the  city  was  unable  to  pn)vide  the  required 
contribution. 

Authority  to  construct  the  project  was 
canceled  in  January  1958.  \ 

Since  1958,  repeated  and  unsuccessful 
efforts  have  been  made  to  rais\the  con¬ 
tribution  locally.  Severe  floods  along  the 
Guyandotte  River  in  March  of  1963  cut 
away  the  river  bank  even  more,  and  Inake 
it  necessary  to  take  action.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army,  in  a  letter  dated  Ji 
3, 1963, reported: 

Failure  of  the  endangered  length  of  Water 
Street  would  have  serious  consequences  for 
the  commercial,  industrial,  and  Residential 
interests  of  Baxboursville. 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works,  in 
unanimously  recommending  the  passage 
of  H.R.  2671,  pointed  out: 

Evidence  presented  to  the  committee 
clearly  indicated  the  emergency  nature  of 
the  situation  at  Barboursville,  W.  Va. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that,  once  con¬ 
structed,  this  bank  protection  project 
will  be  maintained  by  local  interests  and 
not  provide  a  burden  on  the  U.S.  Treas¬ 
ury,  I  urge  enactment  of  H.R.  2671. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  is  hereby  authorized  to 
construct  such  emergency  protective  works 
as  he  deems  necessary  to  repair  and  restore 
the  banks  of  the  Guyandot  River  in  thrf 
vicinity  of  Water  Street  in  BarboursiAfle, 
West  Virginia,  and  to  prevent  furthe^ro- 
sion  thereof,  at  a  total  Federal  cost  m.  not 
to  exceed  $150,000.  This  works  is  Author¬ 
ized  on  the  condition  that  loca^nterests 
shall  furnish  all  required  lands  of  interests 
therein,  hold  and  save  the  Unit States  free 
from  damages,  and  maintain  aj/d  operate  the 
works  after  completion. 

The  bill  was  orderec^o  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  Jvas  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and fa  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  tfie  table. 
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Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  do  not  find  in  the 
report  any  estimate  as  to  the  cost  of  the 
survey.  For  the  record,  I  would  like  to 
have  someone  indicate  how  much  this  is 
going  to  cost. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  asked 
that  question  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
at  the"  hearing  and  their  estimate  was 
that  it  would  cost  approximately  $75,000. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized 
to  cause  a  survey  of  the  Frio  River  in  the 
vicinity  of  Three  Rivers,  Texas,  to  be  made 
under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  the  interest  of  flood  control  and 
allied  purposes. 

Sec.  2.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  thirds 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  re 
consider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


(SURVEY  OF  THE  FRIO 
1  VICINITY  OF  THREE 


AUTHORIZING 

RIVER  IN. 

RIVERS. 

The  cyrk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  5478) 
authorising  a  survey  of  the  Frio  River 
in  tlWvicinity  of  Three  Rivers,  Tex.,  in 
the  interest  of  flood  control  and  allied 
pujfposes. 

_he  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
le  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 


Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  United  States  of  Amer¬ 
ica  in  Congress  assembled.  That  in  a  State 
in  which  farm  rice  acreage  allotments  are  de¬ 
termined  on  the  basis  of  past  production  of 
rice  by  the  producer  on  the  farm,  any  pro¬ 
ducer  rice  acreage  allotment  found  by  the 
ASC  county  committee  or  the  ASC  State 
committee  to  have  been  properly  apportioned 
from  the  State  rice  acreage  allotment  and 
the  acreage  allotment  for  any  farm  to  which 
such  producer  allotment  has  been  allocated 
and  approved  by  the  county  committee  in 
good  faith  for  any  crop  year  1956  to  1962, 
both  inclusive,  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been 
validly  established  and  shall  remain  in  effect, 
and  the  farm  marketing  quota  and  farm 
marketing  excess,  if  any,  shall  be  determined 
on  the  basis  of  such  valid  farm  rice  acreage 
allotment. 

This  resolution  shall  not  apply  to  any  pro¬ 
ducer  rice  allotment  or  any  planted  rice  acre¬ 
age  that  has  been  obtained  by  duplication, 
forgery,  bribery,  intimidation,  or  practices 
that  would  result  in  the  total  allotted  acreage 
in  the  State  exceeding  the  State  acreage  al¬ 
lotment,  less  any  unallocated  reserve  acreage. 

The  House  joint  resolution  was  or¬ 
dered  to  be  engrossed  and  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed,- and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was 
laid  on  the  table. 


AUTHORIZING  SURVEY  OF  C^DAR 
BAYOU,  TfeX. 

TlN  Clerk  called  the  bill  (if.R.  6923) 
authorizing  a  survey  of  C«iar  Bayou, 
Tex.,  inNdie  interest  of  flo^a  control  and 
allied  puNoses. 

The  SPEYER.  Is  bfiere  objection  to 
the  present  cAmsider^non  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  PELLY\MrX Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  objWT  again  I  do  not  find 
any  record  as  torVhat  the  cost  will  be. 
I  would  like  t<yliav^some  indication  as 
to  that. 

Mr.  BAl6wIN.  Speaker,  the 

estimate  as  to  the  cost  o{  this  survey  is 
likewis<y$75,000. 

Th ^(SPEAKER.  Is  ther ^objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  bill? 

lere  being  no  objection,  tije  Clerk 
rX-d  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Hduse  of 
r Representatives  of  the  United  State S  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  Nile 
Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorize 
to  cause  a  survey  of  the  Cedar  Bayou,  Texas'S 
to  be  made  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  the  interest  of  flood  control, 
navigation,  major  drainage,  and  related  wa¬ 
ter  uses  coordinated  with  related  land 
resources. 

Sec.  2.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


VALIDATING  CERTAIN  RICE  ACRE¬ 
AGE  ALLOTMENTS 

The  Clerk  called  House  Joint  Resolu¬ 
tion  192,  relating  to  the  validity  of  cer¬ 
tain  rice  acreage  allotments  for  1962 
and  prior  crop  years. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  House  joint  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 


EXTENSION  OF  CACHE  NATIONAL 
FOREST  BOUNDARIES 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (S.  1388)  to 
add  certain  lands  to  the  Cache  National 
Forest,  Utah. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the 
exterior  boundaries  of  the  Cache  National 
Forest,  Utah,  are  hereby  extended  to  include 
the  following  described  lands : 

A  tract  of  land  in  the  north  half  of  the 
northeast  quarter  of  section  24,  township  6 
north,  range  1  east.  Salt  Lake  base  and 
meridian,  being  more  particularly  described 
as  follows: 

Beginning  at  the  northeast  corner  of  said 
section  24,  and  running  thence  south  fol¬ 
lowing  the  east  line  of  said  section  24  522.4 
feet;  thence  north  65  degrees  16  minutes 
west  250.3  feet;  thence  along  a  regular  curve 
to  the  left  with  a  radius  of  3,743.2  feet,  for 
an  arc  distance  of  1,606.0  feet;  thence  north 
0  degrees  08  minutes  east  78.9  feet  to  the 
north  line  of  said  section  24;  thence  south 
89  degrees  52  minutes  east  along  the  section 
ine  1,783.4  feet  to  the  point  of  beginning, 
-ntaining  10.2  acres. 

tract  of  land  in  sections  18  and  19, 
tov\ship  6  north,  range  2  east,  Salt  Lake 
baseVnd  meridian,  being  more  particularly 
described  as  follows: 

Beginning  at  the  southwest  corner  of  said 
section  l?kand  running  thence  north  0  de¬ 
grees  21  n^nutes  east  along  the  west  line 
of  said  section  18,  3,960.0  feet;  thence  north 
88  degrees  39  nainutes  east  150.0  feet;  thence 
south  1  degree>22  minutes  east  318.2  feet; 
thence  north  88  degrees  38  minutes  east  15.0 
feet;  thence  souttNi  degree  00  minutes  east 
137.0  feet;  thence  \pst  280.0  feet;  thence 
south  159.0  feet; 

thence  north  88  deuces  49  minutes  east 
406.0  feet;  thence  southed  1  degrees  20  min¬ 
utes  east  96.1  feet;  thencXsouth  71  degrees 
13  minutes  east  158.4  feet; ’Wience  south  54 
degrees  15  minutes  east  162)6  feet;  thence 
south  25.0  feet;  thence  south Vl  degrees  53 
minutes  east  233.7  feet;  thence  Nufch  57  de" 
grees  04  minutes  east  408.1  feet; 

thence  north  88  degrees  39  mirA^tes  east 
120.0  feet;  thence  south  1  degree  21  minutes 
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east  64.0  feet;  thence  south  67  degrees  27 
nutes  east  144.4  feet;  thence  north  1  de- 
0  ee  21  minutes  west  59.1  feet;  thence  north 
I^Viegrees  14  minutes  east  58.7  feet;  thence 
sowhh  3  degrees  43  minutes  east  228.1  feet; 

thdnce  east  55.5  feet;  thence  south  18  de¬ 
grees  a8  minutes  east  139.2  feet;  thence 
south  27\degrees  28  minutes  east  332.6  feet; 
thence  south  89  degrees  11  minutes  east 

131.3  feet;  'Whence  south  4  degrees  30  min¬ 
utes  east  494Sl  feet;  thence  south  43  degrees 
29  minutes  east  307.2  feet;  thence  south  85 
degrees  12  minVtes  east  145.9  feet; 

thence  south  degrees  45  minutes  east 
769.2  feet;  thence  \puth  3  degrees  48  min¬ 
utes  west  300.0  fee\  thence  westerly  70.0 
feet,  more  or  less;  tHfence  south  6  degrees 
15  minutes  east  235.0  fact;  thence  south  42 
degrees  00  minutes  east  Nil  5. 2  feet;  thence 
east  164.5  feet;  thence  soVth  9  degrees  00 
minutes  east  1,025.2  feet;  rbence  south  54 
degrees  00  minutes  east  365.7  r^et; 

thence  along  a  regular  curveVo  the  right 
with  a  radius  of  1,850.08  feet  forxin  arc  dis¬ 
tance  of  1,126.0  feet,  the  tanget  at  Che  begin¬ 
ning  of  the  curve  bears  south  64  decrees  09 
minutes  west;  thence  north  5  degras  00 
minutes  east  61.8  feet;  thence  north  \  de¬ 
grees  15  minutes  east  400.0  feet;  thetoce 
north  85  degrees  14  minutes  west  1,191 
feet;  thence  north  401.0  feet;  thence  soutE 
82  degrees  20  minutes  west  256.0  feet;  thence 
south  31  degrees  38  minutes  west  231.8  feet; 

thence  west  120.0  feet;  thence  south  1 
degree  30  minutes  west  204.6  feet;  thence 
north  65  degrees  16  minutes  west  766.7  feet 
to  the  west  line  of  said  section  19;  thence 
north  522.4  feet  to  the  point  of  beginning 
containing  246.0  acres. 

A  tract  of  land  in  the  northwest  quarter 
of  the  northeast  quarter  of  section  13,  town¬ 
ship  6  north,  range  1  east,  Salt  Lake  base 
meridian,  being  more  particularly  described 
as  follows: 

Beginning  at  the  southwest  corner  of  said 
northwest  quarter  northeast  quarter,  from 
which  point  the  north  quarter  corner  of 
said  section  13  bears  north  0  degrees  57 
minutes  east  1,320.0  feet,  and  running 
thence  north  0  degrees  57  minutes  east 
along  the  west  line  of  said  northwest  quar¬ 
ter  northeast  quarter  195.0  feet;  thence 
north  65  degrees  04  minutes  east  361.3  feet; 

thence  south  51  degrees  18  minutes  east 
284.6  feet;  thence  east  322.0  feet;  thence 
south  170.0  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  south 
line  of  said  northwest  quarter  northeast 
quarter;  thence  north  89  degrees  57  minutes 
west  875.0  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  point  of 
beginning,  containing  4.4  acres. 

A  tract  of  land  in  the  southeast  quarter 
of  the  southeast  quarter  of  section  12  and 
the  northeast  quarter  of  the  northeast  quar¬ 
ter  of  section  13,  township  6  north,  range  lj 
east,  Salt  Lake  base  and  meridian,  beir 
more  particularly  described  as  follows: 

Beginning  at  the  northeast  corner  ofy£a,id 
section  13  and  running  thence  southyftlong 
the  east  line  of  said  section  13  576.(^eet  to 
a  point  on  the  north  line  of  First  JStreet  of 
the  Huntsville  townsite;  thence^outh  88 
degrees  39  minutes  west  473.3  Seet;  thence 
north  0  degrees  07  minutes  east  75.0  feet; 
thence  north  61  degrees  2jjr  minutes  west 

496.4  feet;  thence  north  4 ^degrees  53  min¬ 
utes  west  284.7  feet  to  a  n/int  on  the  south 
line  of  section  12;  thence  continuing  north 
4  degrees  53  minutes  wjfCt  349.3  feet;  thence 
north  9  degrees  37  nfifhutes  east  196.5  feet; 

thence  east  40.0  f^et;  thence  north  2  de¬ 
grees  47  minutes  yeast  120.0  feet,  more  or 
less,  to  the  north  line  of  the  south  half 
southeast  quarts-  southeast  quarter  of  sec¬ 
tion  12;  then^C  east  along  said  line,  900.0 
feet,  more  ojr  less,  to  the  east  line  of  said 
section  12,  thence  south  0  degrees  21  minutes 
west  660  .{r  feet  to  the  point  of  begimiing, 
containing  24.9  acres. 

A  trjict  of  land  in  the  southwest  quarter 
southwest  quarter  of  section  6  and  in 


the  west  half  of  section  7  and  in  the  north 
half  of  the  northwest  quarter  of  section  18, 
township  6  north,  range  2  ^ist,  Salt  Lake 
base  and  meridian,  being  more  particularly 
described  as  follows: 

Beginning  at  the  southwest  corner  of  said 
section  7  and  running  thence  north  0  de¬ 
grees  21  minutes  east  along  the  section  line 
5,280.0  feet  to  the  southwest  corner  of  said 
section  6;  thence  continuing  north  along  the 
section  line  1,320.0  feet,  thence  east  1,320.0 
feet;  thence  south  1,320.0  feet  to  the  north 
line  of  said  section  7; 

thence  south  3,960.0  feet;  thence  north  88 
degrees  43  minutes  east  500.0  feet;  thence 
south  3  degrees  00  minutes  east  1,232.0  feet; 
thence  south  71  degrees  24  minutes  west 
301.3  feet  to  the  south  line  of  said  section 
7;  thence  south  24  degrees  44  minutes  west 
310.2  feet;  thence  south  130.5  feet;  thence 
south  88  degrees  39  minutes  west  335.25  feet; 

thence  north  130.5  feet;  thence  south  88 
degrees  08  minutes  west  121.5  feet;  thence 
north  76.0  feet;  thence  south  88  degrees  27 
minutes  west  414.9  feet;  thence  south  6  de¬ 
grees  45  minutes  east  192.0  feet;  thence  west 
100.0  feet;  thence  south  34  degrees  02  min¬ 
utes  west  220.0  feet;  thence  south  88  degrees 
39  minutes  west  419.1  feet  to  west  line  of  said 
section  18;  thence  north  576.0  feet  to  the 
point  of  beginning,  containing  230  acres, 
jnore  or  less. 

A  tract  of  land  in  sections  1,  2,  3,  and  12, j 
tcWnship  6  north,  range  1  east,  Salt  Lak 
baseband  meridian,  being  more  p articulacy 
desentoed  as  follows: 

Beginning  at  the  northwest  corner  of  said 
section  Nand  running  thence  east  along  the 
section  lf^e  5,280.0  feet  to  the  northwest 
corner  of  s5dd  section  1;  thence  Cst  along 
the  section  lnae  5,280.0  feet  to  the  northeast 
corner  of  said\ection  1;  thency  south  along 
the  section  lineNi,280.0  feet  taAhe  northeast 
corner  of  said  secrjpn  12;  thsmee  south  along 
the  section  line  1,35(0  feety 

thence  west  1,32^0  yet;  thence  north 
1,320.0  feet  to  a  poinKCi  the  south  line  of 
said  section  1;  thence/Nt  along  the  section 
line  1,320.0  feet;  thyice  North  3,960.0  feet; 
thence  west  2,640Or  feet  t\a  point  on  the 
east  line  of  saidr  section  thence  south 
along  the  secti^h  line  2,640.\  feet;  thence 
west  1,320.0  fey;  thence  south  IN320.0  feet  to 
a  point  on  tye  south  line  of  saic^section  2; 

thence  vyat  along  the  section  li\e  1,320.0 
feet;  thenCe  north  3,960.0  feet;  theflee  west 
2,640.0  yet  to  the  east  line  of  said  section 
3;  thylce  west  3,960-0  feet;  thence  north 
1,32(LS  feet  to  the  north  line  of  said  section 
3;  thence  east  along  the  section  line  3,96C 
fe/t  to  the  point  of  beginning,  containing 
20.0  acres. 

A  tract  of  land  in  the  south  half  of  the 
south  half  of  section  36,  township  7  north, 
range  1  east.  Salt  Lake  base  and  meridian, 
being  more  particularly  described  as  follows : 

Beginning  at  the  southeast  corner  of  said 
section  36  and  running  thence  north  along 
the  west  line  of  said  section  36  1,320.0  feet; 
thence  east  3,300.0  feet;  thence  south  1,320.0 
feet  to  the  south  line  of  said  section  36; 
thence  west  along  said  south  line  3,300.0  feet 
to  the  point  of  beginning,  containing  100 
acres. 

A  tract  of  land  in  the  south  half  of  section 
34,  township  7  north,  range  1  east.  Salt  Lake 
base  and  meridian,  being  more  particularly 
described  as  follows: 

Beginning  at  the  southeast  corner  of  said 
section  34  and  running  thence  north  along 
the  east  line  of  said  section  34  1,980.0  feet; 
thence  west  3,960.0  feet;  thence  south  1,980.0 
feet  to  the  south  line  of  said  section  34; 
thence  east  along  said  south  line  3,960.0  feet' 
to  the  point  of  beginning,  containing  180 
acres. 

Sec.  2.  All  lands  of  the  United  States 
within  such  extended  boundaries  together 
with  all  federally  owned  lands  within  the 
former  forest  boundary  which  are  included 


within  the  enlarged  Pineview  Reservoir  site 
in  sections  1,  2,  3,  10,  11,  12,  13,  14,  15,  16, 
and  24,  township  6  north,  range  1  east,  secj 
tions  6,  7,  18,  and  19,  township  6  nor 
range  2  east,  and  sections  34  and  36,  tos 
ship  7  north,  range  1  east.  Salt  Lake^ase 
and  meridian,  and  including  any/lands 
within  such  boundaries  hereafter  Required 
by  the  United  States  in  connectioi^vith  the 
Weber  Basin  project,  shall  hereaJter  be  na¬ 
tional  forest  lands  subject  to  thf  laws,  rules, 
and  regulations  applicable  to  ufiids  acquired 
pursuant  to  the  Act  of  Mfy$n  1,  1911  (36 
Stat.  961),  as  amended:  Provided,  That  none 
of  these  lands  shall  be  yta,  exchanged,  or 
otherwise  be  disposed  af  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  withoutr  the  approval  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Inland!-  and  any  revenue 
from  disposal  so  authorized  shall  be  credited 
pursuant  to  reclamation  law. 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Tjy  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
shall  make  available,  from  the  lands  referred 
to  in  the  forgoing  sections  of  this  Act,  to 
the  Bureauyif  Reclamation  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  tyt  Interior,  such  lands  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  oy  the  Interior  finds  are  needed  in 
connection  with  the  Weber  Basin  and  Ogden 
River  Aclamation  projects,  and  shall  Include 
partocularly  as  a  minimum  area  needed  for 
suyn  project,  all  the  normal  water  surface 
ja  of  the  Pineview  Reservoir  and  an  adja¬ 
cent  border  strip  extending  out  from  such 
water  surface  area  a  minimum  horizontal 
distance  of  100  feet  around  said  reservoir, 
and  in  addition  all  the  reclamation  Required 
land  in  section  16,  township  6  north,  range  1 
east. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  enter  into  such  agreements  with 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  with  respect 
to  the  relative  responsibilities  of  the  afore¬ 
said  Secretaries  for  the  administration  of, 
as  well  as  accountings  for  and  use  of  rev¬ 
enues  arising  from,  lands  made  available  to 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  pursuant  to  subsection 
(a)  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  finds 
to  be  proper  in  carrying  out  the  purpose  of 
this  Act. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

Page  8,  line  9,  strike  out  "southeast”  and 
insert  "southwest”. 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was 
laid  on  the  table. 


REIMBURSEMENT  OF  CERTAIN  VES- 

S^U  CONSTRUCTION  EXPENSES 

Th^Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  82)  to 
amend  ihe  Merchant  Marine  Act,  1936, 
in  order  \o  provide  for  the  reimburse¬ 
ment  of  certain  vessel  construction  ex¬ 
penses. 

The  SPEAI&ER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr^peaker,  reserving  the 
right  to  object,  thisJpill  is  scheduled  for 
consideration  underNsuspension  of  the 
rules  today,  as  I  understand  it.  I  think 
this  is  an  important  enough  legislative 
proposal  so  that  it  should\e  on  the  floor 
for  consideration  and  for  debate.  There- 
foi-e,  I  withdraw  my  reservation  and  ask 
that  the  bill  be  passed  over  without  prej¬ 
udice. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mich¬ 
igan? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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H.  J.  RES.  1 92 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  6, 1903 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 


JOINT  RESOLUTION 

Relating  to  the  validity  of  certain  rice  acreage  allotments  for 

1962  and  prior  crop  years. 

1  Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 

2  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  in  a  State  in  which  farm  rice  acreage  allotments  are  de- 

4  termined  on  the  basis  of  past  production  of  rice  by  the  pro- 

5  ducer  on  the  farm,  any  producer  rice  acreage  allotment  found 

6  by  the  ASC  county  committee  or  the  ASO  State  committee 

7  to  have  been  properly  apportioned  from  the  State  rice  acre- 

8  age  allotment  and  the  acreage  allotment  for  any  farm  to 

9  which  such  producer  allotment  has  been  allocated  and 

10  approved  by  the  county  committee  in  good  faith  for  any  crop 

11  year  1956  to  1962,  both  inclusive,  shall  be  deemed  to  have 


2 


2  been  validly  established  and  shall  remain  in  effect,  and  the 

2  farm  marketing  quota  and  farm  marketing  excess,  if  any, 

3  shall  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  such  valid  farm  rice 

4  acreage  allotment. 

5  This  resolution  shall  not  apply  to  any  producer  rice 
g  allotment  or  any  planted  rice  acreage  that  has  been  obtained 
7  by  duplication,  forgery,  bribery,  intimidation,  or  practices 
g  that  would  result  in  the  total  allotted  acreage  in  the  State 
9  exceeding  the  State  acreage  allotment,  less  any  unallocated 

20  reserve  acreage. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  August  5,  1963. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Several  Senators  debated  merits  of  Sale  of  Canadian  wheat  to  Russia. 

Rep.  Cramer  criticized  administration  for  not  protesting  sale  of  Canadian  wheat  to 
Russia.  Senate  committee  reported  nomination  of  Mencen  to  be  member  of  CCC  Board. 
Senate  committee  reported  yCll  to  validate  certain  rd\e  acreage  allotments.  Sen. 
Lausche  submitted  amendment  to  USDA  appropriation  bill’to  bie  interest  rates  on  REA 
loans  to  those  of  U.  S. /marketable  obligations.  Reps.  A^er  and  Lipscomb  urged 
passage  of  legislatioiyprohibiting  Government  news  servict 

SENATE 


RICE  ALLOTMENTS.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  without  amend¬ 
ment  H.  J.  Res.  192,  to  validate  certain  rice  acreage  allotments  which  have 
been  made  in  good  faith  by  county  ASC  committees  and  used  by  producers  prior 
to  1963,  which  may  now  be  subject  to  recall  due  to  technical  violation  of 
regulations  (S.  Rept.  503).  p.  16449 

NOMHWfTION.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  the  nomri^ation  of 
Assistant  Secretary  George  L.  Mehren  to  be  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Directors 
o/  CCC.  p.  16449 

IEA  LOANS;  APPROPRIATIONS.  Sen.  Lausche  submitted  an  amendment  intended  t<Afe 
proposed  to  the  agriculture  appropriation  bill  for  1964  to  repeal  the  presei 
27»  interest  rate  on  REA  loans  and  provide  that  such  loans  shall  bear  interest 
at  a  rate  equal  to  the  average  rate  of  interest  payable  by  the  U.S.  on  its 


2 


marketable  obligations,  having  maturities  of  ten  or  more  years,  issued  during 
the  last  preceding  fiscal  year  in  which  any  such  obligations  were  issued  and 
adjusted  to  the  nearest  one-eighth  of  one  percent,  p.  16452  ./] 

\  /  ‘ 

4.  WHEAT;  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Several  Senators  debated  the  merits  of  the  sale  by 

Canada  of  239  million  bushels  of  wheat  to  Russia.  Sen.  Proxmire  expressed  ' 
sh^ck  and  contended  that  Russia  did  not  need  the  wheat  for  domestic/consump-  . 
tioh  but  would  use  it  "to  continue  to  have  economic  influence  an dydomi nation 
over  \ts  satellites  by  using  such  wheat  for  export."  Sen.  Keatidg  expressed 
concerrt^that  much  of  the  wheat  would  go  to  Cuba  and  adversely  effect  our 
efforts  for  an  economic  blockade  of  Cuba.  Sen.  Mansfield  staged  that  to  the 
best  of  hre  knowledge  "there  has  been  no  approval  in  Washington  of  what  Canada 
has  done  inNconnection  with  this  wheat  deal."  Sen.  Aiken y^tated  that  instead 
of  "constantly  complaining,  we  should  make  some  suggestions  about  what  to  do 
about  the  situation."  pp.  16467-70  / 

5.  NUCLEAR  TEST  BAN  TREATY.  Continued  debate  on  ratification  of  the  nuclear  test 

ban  treaty  (pp.  1645£,  16462-3,  16487-525,  16526-3^).  Agreed  to  vote  on 
ratification  of  the  treaty  Tues.,  Sept.  24  (pp.  *6506,  16526). 

6.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen.  Humphrey  urged  that  the  U/ S.  take  the  initiative  in  the 

coming  session  of  the  United  Nations  General/Asserably  in  exploring  possibili¬ 
ties  of  expanding  East-West\trade,  stating/that  the  Russian-Canadian  wheat 
deal  indicates  that  there  ark  very  definite  possibilities  for  extending  such 
trade  in  nonstrategic  product^and  that/the  "time  for  exploring  the  possibili¬ 
ty  of  increased  East-West  tradeyias  arrived."  pp.  16536-41 

7.  ADMINISTRATIVE  PROCEDURE.  Sen.  Mansfield  inserted  an  article  by  Sen.  Long 

(Mo.)  "concerning  the  delay  and  post^hat  all  too  often  are  involved  in 
administrative  proceedings  befoj^e  governmental  agencies."  pp.  16472-4 

8.  BUDGETING.  Sen.  Proxmire  inserted  an  editorial  assessing  the  recommendations 

of  the  Statistics  Subcommittee  of  the  Joink  Economic  Committee  for  reform  of 
the  Federal  budget,  p.  1^461  \ 

9.  FORESTRY.  Sen.  MansfieLa  commended  the  corps  of \3m0ke jumpers  at  the  Forest 

Service  smoke  jump  ing/c  enter  at  Missoula,  Mont.,  a*nd  inserted  an  article 
describing  the  work/of  these  employees,  pp.  16458v9 

10.  CREDIT  UNIONS.  Received  from  HEW  a  proposed  bill  "toNwnend  the  Federal  Credit 

Union  Act  to  a)fiow  Federal  credit  unions  greater  flexibility  in  their  organi¬ 
zation  and  operations";  to  Banking  and  Currency  Committefe.  p.  16448 

/  HOUSE  \ 

11.  TAXATIOJ^*.  The  Rules  Committee  granted  a  closed  rule  for  consideration  of 

Ry  8  363  ,  the  proposed  Revenue  Act  of  1963  providing  for  reductions  in 
corporate  and  individual  income  taxes,  (p.  D729).  Rep.  Rousch  expressed 
hi£  support  for  the  bill  (p.  16431).  Rep.  Curtis  defended  Republican 
Opposition  to  the  bill  (pp.  16439-40).  \ 

12y  WHEAT;  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Cramer  criticized  the  administration  for  not\ 

/  protesting  the  sale  of  Canadian  wheat  to  Russia,  stating  that  $33  milliork 
/  of  the  wheat  will  be  shipped  directly  from  Canada  to  Cuba.  p.  16437  \ 

13.  FARM  LABOR.  Rep.  Gonzalez  opposed  extension  of  the  Mexican  farm  labor  procramN 
pp.  16433-4,  16438 
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Mr.  Johnston,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.J.  Res.  192] 


The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  joint  resolution  (H.J.  Res.  192)  relating  to  the  validity  of  certain 
rice  acreage  allotments  for  1962  and  prior  crop  years,  having  considered 
the  same,  report  thereon  with  a  recommendation  that  it  do  pass 
without  amendment. 

SHORT  EXPLANATION 

This  resolution  would  confirm  all  1956  through  1962  crop  rice 
acreage  allotments  which  were  properly  apportioned  on  the  basis  of 
producer  history  and  allocated  to  the  farm  by  the  county  committee 
in  good  faith.  It  would  not  confirm  allotments  obtained  by  duplica¬ 
tion,  forgery,  bribery,  or  intimidation,  nor  would  it  confirm  allotments 
obtained  through  practices  that  would  result  in  the  total  allotted 
acreage  exceeding  the  State  acreage  allotment,  less  any  unallocated 
reserve  acreage.  The  resolution  is  designed  to  relieve  farmers  from 
the  effects  of  technical  irregularities,  but  not  to  forgive  intentional 
wrongdoing.  It  would  be  applicable  only  in  States  where  rice  allot¬ 
ments  are  made  on  the  basis  of  the  producer’s  history  of  rice  production. 

BACKGROUND 

In  States  in  which  farm  rice  acreage  allotments  are  based  on 
producer  history,  the  regulations  for  the  1956  through  1962  crops 
required  the  producer  to  contribute  land,  labor,  water,  or  equipment 
to  the  production  of  rice  on  the  farm  for  a  predetermined  and  fixed 
portion  of  the  crop  in  order  to  qualify  as  a  producer  on  the  farm. 
If  he  was  not  a  producer  on  the  farm,  his  production  history  could 
not  be  counted  in  determining  the  farm  allotment.  At  about  the 
time  the  1962  crop  was  ready  for  harvest,  it  was  discovered  that  this 
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regulation  was  not  well  understood  by  farmers  or  county  committees, 
and  it  appeared  that  a  substantial  number  of  farmers  in  Texas  were 
not  contributing  land,  labor,  water,  or  equipment  for  a  share  in 
tlie  crop  as  required.  Subsequently  it  was  discovered  that  a  few 
farmers  in  other  producer  allotment  areas  were  in  a  similar  position. 
They  may  have  contributed  equipment  which  was  not  used,  or  have 
taken  a  flat  payment  per  acre  instead  of  taking  a  share  of  the  crop, 
or  have  made  other  arrangements  which  for  one  reason  or  another 
did  not  meet  the  requirements  of  the  regulations.  Since  the  1962 
crop  was  not  harvested  at  the  time  the  irregularities  first  came  to 
public  attention,  many  farmers  were  able  to  adjust  their  arrange¬ 
ments  so  as  to  come  into  compliance  with  the  regulations.  Out  of 
202  producers  initially  suspected  by  the  Department  of  being  directly 
involved  in  this  type  of  irregularity  in  Texas  for  the  1962  crop,  the 
State  committee  had  cleared  194  as  of  May  13,  1963. 

The  Department’s  investigations  indicate  that  the  number  directly 
involved  in  such  transactions  in  Texas  during  each  of  the  years  1958 
through  1961  could  also  come  to  about  200.  The  State  committee 
is  currently  precluded  by  court  order  from  taking  any  adverse  action 
against  any  producer  and  consequently  has  not  examined  these  earlier 
cases;  but  there  is  a  question  as  to  whether  producers  could  adjust 
their  arrangements  and  clear  their  operations  for  the  earlier  years. 
Any  adjustment  downward  of  any  farm  rice  acreage  allotment  would 
affect  all  producers  on  the  farm,  including  those  not  involved  in  any 
irregularity. 

One  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  witnesses  at  the  House  hear¬ 
ing  testified  at  page  15  as  to  the  Department’s  position  as  follows: 

*  *  *  We  feel  that  probably  the  best  way  to  straighten 
out  this  situation  is  by  action  of  the  Congress  permitting  us 
to  disregard  cases  of  technical  violations  which  occurred  in 
prior  years. 

I  think  a  lot  of  this  involved  misunderstandings  on  the 
part  of  the  producers  as  well  as  county  office  personnel.  I 
also  think  that  the  Department  was  at  fault  in  some  respects. 

We  did  not  check  on  the  operations  of  this  program  close 
enough. 

In  his  report  on  the  resolution,  the  Secretary  estimates  that  the 
costs  involved  in  seeking  to  collect  marketing  penalties  in  these  cases 
would  be  greater  than  the  amount  of  penalties  that  might  be  collected 
and  that  collection  of  the  penalties  might  result  in  bankruptcy  of  a 
considerable  number  of  rice  producers. 

CASES  NOT  COVERED 

In  addition  to  the  type  of  case  discussed  above,  the  Department’s 
investigations  revealed  a  number  of  cases  in  which  county  or  State 
ASC  employees  were  involved  and  in  which  the  allotment  was 
fictitious  or  had  already  been  allotted  elsewhere.  About  40  producers 
are  involved  in  these  cases.  These  allotments  would  not  be  confirmed 
by  the  resolution,  nor  would  allotments  obtained  by  forgery,  bribery, 
or  intimidation  be  confirmed. 
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One  of  the  Department’s  witnesses  at  the  House  hearing  described 
the  two  general  types  of  cases  at  page  20  as  follows: 

Mr.  Chairman,  basically  there  are  two  kinds  of  cases 
involved  here.  One  is  where  a  rice  farmer  makes  some  sort 
of  arrangement  with  another  rice  farmer  to  farm  together 
the  rice  acreage  of  the  one  who  is  not  interested  actively  in 
farming  it.  In  some  cases,  I  think  the  farmer  just  made 
an  outright  purchase  or  lease  of  that  allotment,  and  there 
was  no  intention  on  the  other  farmer’s  part  that  he  would 
actually  be  engaged  in  the  rice  production. 

In  other  cases  they  made  an  operating  agreement  of  some 
kind — in  many  cases  called  a  partnership  which  may  or  may 
not  have  been  a  bona  fide  partnership,  but  in  all  of  these  kinds 
of  cases,  as  we  interpret  the  resolution,  it  says  that  if  that 
allotment  was  properly  allocated  in  the  first  instance  and  the 
State  and  county  committees  approved  it,  those  allotments 
would  be  valid  and  we  could  not  then  come  in  under  our  pres- 
sent  regulation  and  inquire  into  the  facts  of  whether  both 
producers  are  really,  actually  producing  rice. 

That  is  the  kind  of  case  we  understand  this  resolution  is 
intended  to  cover.  The  other  type  of  case  is  where  the 
farmer  wants  more  allotment. 

In  most  cases — of  course,  you  cannot  generalize  too  much — 
in  most  cases  the  farmer  would  go  to  the  county  office.  He 
would  ask  the  county  office  manager,  “Is  there  any  possibility 
of  my  getting  any  more  allotment?”  And  the  county 
office  manager  would  say,  “Well,  come  back  and  see  me 
Saturday,  perhaps.” 

Then  he  would  come  in  on  Saturday  and  the  county  office 
manager  would  say,  “Well,  I  can  get  you  30  acres  of  allot¬ 
ment  from  the  adjoining  county,  transferring  it  over  here, 
belonging  to  John  Doe,”  let  us  say. 

And  he  would  say,  “It  will  cost  you  $20  an  acre  per  year.” 

What  happens?  The  farmer  is  agreeable  to  that.  He 
pays  the  money  to  the  county  office  manager  for  delivery  to 
the  other  farmer  but,  in  fact,  the  county  office  manager  sticks 
it  in  his  pocket.  The  allotment  he  brings  over  is  either 
fictitious  or  has  already  been  allocated  somewhere  else. 

In  some  cases  the  farmer  may  be  innocent.  I  mean,  he 
may  not  be  trying  to  bribe  anybody.  But  he  is  getting  addi¬ 
tional  allotment  which  is  strictly  contrary  to  our  regulation. 

It  is  this  kind  of  case — in  fact,  we  have  had  two  county 
office  managers  in  Texas  indicted  for  violation  of  the  Federal 
criminal  law  for  accepting  money  under  these  circumstances. 

Another  man — a  field  man  who  is  technically  an  employee 
of  the  State  office — has  been  so  indicted.  Two  other  county 
office  managers  we  thought  were  involved  have  died  in  the 
meantime. 

It  is  this  type  of  case  in  which  our  own  people  have  ac¬ 
cepted  money  from  farmers  that,  as  we  interpret  the  bill, 
would  not  be  covered  by  the  resolution.  And  that  is  what 
we  would  like  to  have  spelled  out  in  the  report  to  be  sure  that 
our  understanding  of  the  bill  is  correct.  *  *  *  We  think  in 
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most  of  those  cases  that  the  farmer  who  bought  the  acreage, 
even  though  he  may  have  been  assured  by  the  county  office 
manager  that  it  was  all  right,  knew  there  was  something 
wrong  about  it. 

The  resolution  is  designed  only  to  apply  to  those  cases  where  the 
irregularity  consists  of  failure  to  engage  in  the  production  of  rice  as 
defined  in  the  Department’s  regulations,  and  not  to  this  second  type 
of  case. 

DEPARTMENTAL  VIEWS 

The  report  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  stating  that  it  has  no 
objection  to  this  resolution  follows: 

Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  25,  1963. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  of  January 
30,  1963,  for  a  report  on  House  Joint  Resolution  192,  a  resolution 
relating  to  the  validity  of  certain  rice  acreage  allotments  for  1962  and 
prior  crop  years. 

The  Department  has  no  objection  to  the  adoption  of  this  resolution 
upon  the  understanding  that  the  final  paragraph  of  the  resolution 
will  be  interpreted  as  hereinafter  set  out. 

House  Joint  Resolution  192  would  validate  any  producer  rice 
acreage  allotment  found  by  the  ASC  county  committee  or  State 
committee  to  have  been  properly  apportioned  from  the  State  rice 
acreage  allotment  and  the  acreage  allotment  for  any  farm  to  which 
such  producer  allotment  has  been  allocated  and  approved  by  the 
county  committee  in  good  faith  for  any  crop  year  1956  through  1962, 
inclusive,  even  though  the  allocation  of  any  such  producer  allotment 
might  be  subject  to  recall  and  revocation  (with  comparable  reduction 
in  the  total  farm  allotment)  if  the  holder  of  such  producer  allotment 
has  been  found  not  to  have  been  actively  engaged  in  the  production 
of  rice  on  the  farm.  The  resolution  would  not  apply,  however,  if 
the  allocation  of  the  producer  rice  allotment  to  the  farm  is  subject  to 
recall  or  cancellation  due  to  duplication,  forgery,  bribery,  intimida¬ 
tion,  or  practices  which  would  result  in  the  total  allotted  acreage  in 
the  State  exceeding  the  State  acreage  allotment,  less  any  unallocated 
reserve  acreage. 

In  order  to  prevent  traffic  in  producer  rice  acreage  allotments,  the 
regulations  governing  the  determination  of  farm  rice  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  have  always  provided  that  a  producer  may  not  allocate  his 
producer  allotment  to  a  farm  unless  he  will  be  engaged  in  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  rice  on  the  farm. 

The  term  "engaged  in  the  production  of  rice”  is  defined  in  the 
regulations  as  "actively  participating  as  a  producer  in  the  farming 
operations  necessary  to  produce  and  harvest  a  crop  of  rice  on  a  farm 
and  the  sharing  in  the  predetermined  and  fixed  portion  of  the  rice 
crop,  or  the  proceeds  thereof,  at  the  time  of  harvest  by  virtue  of 
furnishing  as  landowner  or  landlord  the  land  on  which  the  rice  is 
being  produced,  or  by  furnishing  as  tenant  or  sharecropper  the  labor, 
water,  or  equipment  necessary  to  produce  and  harvest  the  crop.” 
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Beginning  with  the  1958  crop  of  rice,  the  regulations  have  provided 
that  “If  the  county  or  State  committee  has  reason  to  believe,  after 
the  establishment  of  any  farm  acreage  allotment  *  *  *  that  a  tenant 
>  whose  allotment  acreage  was  allocated  to  such  farm  is  not,  or  was  not, 
in  fact  actively  participating  in  the  production  of  the  rice  crop 
produced  on  the  farm  in  such  year,  a  hearing  shall  be  scheduled  by  the 
county  committee  and  the  tenant  shall  be  invited  to  be  present,  or 
to  be  represented,  at  which  time  he  shall  be  given  an  opportunity  to 
substantiate  his  claim  that  he  is;,  or  was,  actively  engaged  in  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  rice  on  the  farm  as  indicated  at  the  time  of  filing  his  request 
for  the  allocation  of  his  producer  allotment  to  the  farm.  If  the 
county  committee,  with  State  committee  approval,  or  the  State  committee 
j  finds  that  such  tenant  is  not,  or  was  not,  actively  participating  in  the 
production  of  the  rice  crop  on  the  farm,  except  where  allocation  was 
made  for  the  purpose  of  participating  in  the  conservation  reserve 
program  or  for  the  preservation  of  acreage,  and  therefore  did  not 
\  actively  engage  in  the  production  of  rice  on  such  farm  during  the  year 
in  question,  the  county  committee  shall,  with  approval  of  the  State 
committee,  recall  such  producer’s  allotment  acreage  previously  allo¬ 
cated  to  the  farm  and  adjust  the  farm  rice  acreage  allotment  accord¬ 
ingly.”  [Italic  language  added  by  amendment  to  regulations, 
approved  March  21,  1962.] 

On  the  basis  of  audits  conducted  in  the  rice-producing  area  of 
Texas  and  California,  some  producer  rice  acreage  allotments  now  are 
subject  to  recall  under  the  existing  rice  acreage  allotment  regulations. 
Several  additional  cases  have  come  under  question  in  California  and 
are  being  investigated.  Indications  are  that  these  violations  in  both 
Texas  and  California  pertain  not  only  to  rice  of  1962  production, 
but  to  that  of  several  prior  years. 

In  those  cases  where  it  may  be  determined  that  the  allocation  of 
the  allotment  for  a  producer  should  be  recalled  and  the  rice  acreage 
allotment  for  the  farm  reduced,  which  adjustment  then  leaves  the 
rice  acreage  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  allotment,  all  of  the 
producers  on  the  farm,  jointly  and  severally,  become  subject  to 
marketing  penalties. 

At  the  present  time  the  Department  is  endeavoring  to  enforce 
the  provisions  of  the  regulations  in  each  case  where  it  has  been  de¬ 
termined  that  the  allocation  of  a  producer’s  allotment  to  a  farm 
should  be  recalled  or  revoked  because  the  producer  was  not  actually 
engaged  in  the  production  of  rice  on  the  farm.  Because  the  1962 
crop  was  being  harvested,  or  was  practically  ready  for  harvest  at  the 
time  of  discovery  of  the  violations,  and  so  as  not  to  deter  the  orderly 
movement  of  the  crop,  investigation  to  determine  the  extent  of  liability 
to  penalty  was  related  initially  only  to  the  1962  plantings. 

As  a  general  rule,  two  or  more  producers  on  the  farm  will  be  in¬ 
volved  on  the  average  rice  farm  in  Texas  and  California.  Thus, 
under  such  circumstances  the  recall  or  revocation  of  the  allocation 
of  one  producer  allotment  on  a  farm  is  likely  to  make  other  producers 
on  the  farm  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  the  marketing  penalty 
computed  for  the  farm,  although  in  fact  they  did  not  contribute  to 
the  excess  of  rice  plantings. 

The  violations  of  the  regulations  fall  into  two  general  categories. 
The  typical  situation  in  one  category  is  where  a  producer  who  received 
a  valid  producer  allotment  allocated  it  to  a  farm,  but  the  allocation 
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became  subject  to  recall  because  it  was  later  determined  that  the 
producer  was  not  engaged  in  the  production  of  rice  on  the  farm  for  the 
year  in  question.  It  is  this  type  of  situation  to  which  we  understand 
it  is  intended  the  resolution  shall  apply.  The  other  type  of  situation 
is  where  a  farmer,  usually  through  the  payment  of  money  to  an 
employee  of  a  county  ASCS  office,  obtained  for  his  own  use  the  alloca¬ 
tion  to  a  farm  of  the  producer  allotment  of  a  producer  who  was  a 
fictitious  person  or  had  already  properly  allocated  his  producer  allot¬ 
ment  to  another  farm  in  the  same  or  a  different  county  or  had  no 
knowledge  of  the  allocation  of  his  allotment  to  the  farm.  The  pay¬ 
ment  to  the  ASCS  county  employee  may  have  been  a  bribe  or  the 
farmer  may  have  actually  thought  he  could  “lease”  an  allotment. 

In  this  situation,  the  allocation  of  the  producer  allotment  most  likely 
involved  a  fictitious  allotment  or  a  duplicated  allotment  which  in 
either  case  would  tend  to  result  in  the  total  allotted  acreage  in  the 
State  being  m  excess  of  the  State  acreage  allotment,  less  unallocated 
State  reserve  acreage.  As  we  interpret  the  resolution,  it  would  not  f 
apply  to  the  situation  in  which  a  farmer  obtained  for  his  own  use  the  x, 
allocation  of  the  allotment  of  another  producer  by  the  payment  of 
money  to  a  county  office  employee.  It  would  be  helpful  to  the  De¬ 
partment  in  carrying  out  our  interpretation  of  the  provisions  of  the 
resolution  should  it  become  law  if  the  language  of  lines  5  through  10 
on  page  2  of  the  resolution  were  to  be  clarified  by  including  in  the 
committee’s  report  on  the  resolution  specific  examples  of  the  type  of 
cases  to  which  the  resolution  would  not  apply. 

It  is  believed  that  the  adoption  of  this  proposed  resolution  would 
result  in  considerable  savings  to  the  Federal  Government  in  adminis¬ 
trative  costs  as  well  as  saving  from  bankruptcy  a  considerable  number 
of  rice  producers,  including  many  who  were  not  really  responsible  for 
any  improper  allocation.  It  would  entail  the  loss~  to  the  Federal 
Government  of  some  rice  marketing  quota  penalties,  but  the  amount 
of  penalties  collected  would  in  all  probability  be  offset  by  the  costs  of 
administrative  and  judicial  proceedings  necessary  to  effect  collection. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
submission  of  this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Orville  L.  Freeman,  Secretary. 

o 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  6, 1963 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 


September  18, 1963 

Reported  by  Mr.  Johnston,  without  amendment 


JOINT  RESOLUTION 

Relating  to  the  validity  of  certain  rice  acreage  allotments  for 

1962  and  prior  crop  years. 

1  Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 

2  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  in  a  State  in  which  farm  rice  acreage  allotments  are  de- 

4  termined  on  the  basis  of  past  production  of  rice  by  the  pro- 

5  ducer  on  the  farm,  any  producer  rice  acreage  allotment  found 

6  by  the  ASC  county  committee  or  the  ASC  State  committee 

7  to  have  been  properly  apportioned  from  the  State  rice  acre- 

8  age  allotment  and  the  acreage  allotment  for  any  farm  to 

9  which  such  producer  allotment  has  been  allocated  and  ap- 
16  proved  by  the  county  committee  in  good  faith  for  any  crop 
11  year  1956  to  1962,  both  inclusive,  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
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been  validly  established  and  shall  remain  in  effect,  and  the 
farm  marketing  quota  and  farm  marketing  excess,  if  any, 
shall  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  such  valid  farm  rice 
acreage  allotment. 

This  resolution  shall  not  apply  to  any  producer  rice 
allotment  or  any  planted  rice  acreage  that  has  been  obtained 
by  duplication,  forgery,  bribery,  intimidation,  or  practices 
that  would  result  in  the  total  allotted  acreage  in  the  State 
exceeding  the  State  acreage  allotment,  less  any  unallocated 
reserve  acreage. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  August  5,  1963. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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11.  RICE.  Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Williams  (Del.),  H.  J#  Res.  192,  to 
make  valid  certain  rice  acreage  allotments  for  1962  and  prior  crop  years, 
pp.  17070-1  ' _  ' 


T 


PS;  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT,  Sen.  Williams  (N.J.)  inserted  a  speech  by  the 
Administrator  of  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency  urging  the  development  of 
a  national  policy  dealing  with  open  space  and  the  orderly  development  of  urban 
land.  >  pp.  17113-5 


HOUSE 


/ 


13.  FOREIGN  TRADt 
agricultural 


Rep.  Findley  opposed  expanding  U.  S.  trade  with  Russia  in 
jmmodities  and  expressed  his  opinion  that  there  was  not  a  recent 


crop  failure  there,  p.  17204 

14.  TAXATION.  By  a  votte  of  271  to  155,  passed  with  amendmerfts  H.  R.  8363,  the 

proposed  Revenue  Actyof  1963  providing  for  reduction^7 in  corporate  and  indivi¬ 
dual  income  taxes  (ppV  17122-97) .  By  a  vote  of  199/to  226,  defeated  a  motion 
to  recommit  the  bill  with  instructions  to  include/an  amendment  by  Rep.  Byrnes 
v  (Wise.),  requiring  an  official  pronouncement  frodi  the  President  that  the  level 

)  of  spending  this  year  willVnot  go  above  $97  b^Tion  (p.  17196). 


(xt  on  H.  R.  5888,  the  Labor-Health, 
ed  agencies  appropriation  bill,  1964 
sorted,  the  bill  includes  provisions 


15.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Received  the 
Education  and  Welfare  Departme 
(H.  Rept.  774).  (pp.  17119-21)' 
as  follows: 

Appropriates  $110  million  for  manpower  development  and  training  activities 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  Of^$140  million  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Appropriates  $8,500,000  for  area  redevelopment  rather  than  $9  million  as 
proposed  by  the  House  and  $8  million  as  ^proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Appropriates  $870,000  as  proposed  by  tP^  House  for  Mexican  farm  labor 
compliance  activities  rather  tnan  $1,387,250  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Appropriates  $150,000  fo xr  trade  adjustment  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  rather 

than  $4  million  as  propose/l  by  the  House. 

Appropriates  $2  million  for  research  and  training  in  vocational  rehabilita¬ 
tion  under  special  forej(gn  currency  program  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead 

)  of  $3  million  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Deletes  $1,441,000  proposed  by  the  Senate  for  an  Environmental  (pollution) 

health  center.  /  \ 

Appropriates  $28,405,000  for  communicable  disease  activities,  including 

$3  million  for  nfosqulto  eradication.  \ 

Appropriates  $1$. 145. 000  for  radiological  health  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 

instead  of  $^,745,000  as  proposed  by  the  House.  \ 

Appropriates  $28,980,000  for  water  supply  and  water  pollution  instead  of 
$27,921,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $29,980,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Restores  House  language  limiting  to  20%  the  funds  that  may  be  paid  to  a 
recipient  of  a  research  grant  for  indirect  expenses  as  compared  with  direct 

costs  of  such  grant.  \ 

restores  language  proposed  by  the  House  prohibiting  the  use  of  any\fun  s 

contained  in  the  bill  for  any  program  related  to  the  establishment  of 
ational  Service  Corps.  - 

ASSISTANT  SECRETARY.  Consented  to  give  the  minority  members  of  the  Agriculture 
Committee  until  Midnight,  Sept.  30,  to  file  a  minority  report  on  H.  R.  3850, 
to  authorize  an  additional  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  p.  17122 


.  I  ' 


17.  TEXTILES.  Rep.  Kornegay  announced  that  Rep.  Whitener  was  attending  the 

International  Textile  :Exposition  at  Hanover,  Germany,  together  with  a  del« 
gat ion of  North  Carolina  textile  executives,  p.  17201 

18.  FARM  LABOR.  Rep.  Gonzalez  inserted  an  article  critical  of  the  Mexican/farm 

labor  program,  p.  17204 

19.  LANDS.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 

actually  report)  without  amendment  S.  876,  to.  authorize  GSA  to  j^onvey  a 
tract  of  land,  formerly  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Agricultural ^Research 
Service,  in  Prince  Georges  County,  Md. ,  to  the  American  Natirmal  Red  Cross, 
p.  D748 

20.  TRAVEL  COSTS,  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reputed  with  amendment 

H.  R.  1959,  to  authorize  the  transportation  of  privately  owned  motor  vehicles 
of  Government  employees  assigned  to  duty  in  Alaska  0 u  Rept.  771);  and  with¬ 
out  amendment  H.;  R.  4460,  to  amend  section  7  of  tha'Administrative  Expenses 
Act,  pertaining  to  the  travel  expenses  of  student/trainees  (H.  Rept.  772) 
p.  17213  7 

The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Governm^rft  Operations  Committee  passed 
over  without  prejudice  h\r.  5929,  to  provide  for  the  payment  of  travel  cost 
for  applicants  invited  by  a  department  to  visit  it  for  purposes  connected- 
with  employment,  p.  D748 


21.  RECORDS.  The  Government  Operations  Conj^ttee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 

actually  report)  without  amendment  4801,  regarding :certification  of 

facts  based  upon  transferred  records,  p.  D748 

»{£' '  • 

22.  RECREATION.  The  Interior  and  In sjilar\\f fairs  Committee  voted  to  report  (but 

did  not  actually  report)  with  amendment  S.J.  Res.  17,  to  designate  the 
lake  to  be  formed  by  the  waters  impounded  by  the  Flaming  Gorge  Dam,  Utah, 
and  the  recreation  area  coirtslguous  to  such,  lake  in  Wyo.  and  Utah,  as  ' 

"0* Mahoney  Lake  and  Recreation  Area."  <  p.  DJ48 


23.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  R< 
conference  report  on 
Sept.  26.:  p.  17197 


Albert  announced  that  the  House  would  call  up  the 
R.  4888,  the  Labor-HEW  appropriation  bill,  on  Thurs. 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

24.  CONSUMERS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  McIntyre  inserting  an  address  by 

Dr.  Helen  G./Canoyer,  "The  President's  Consumer  Advisory\Council."  pp, 
A6031-3  y  J 

25.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Edmondson  insei?t^Lng  James 

Patton's  address  before  the  Farmer-Labor  Conference  in  which  h^ defended  the 
family  farmer  and  REA  programs,  pp.  A6033-6 

extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Saylor  criticizing  Bonneville  Pow&r  Admini¬ 
strator  Luce's  speech  regarding  BPA's  relationship  with  the  Idaho  PWr  Co. 
>p.  A6063-4 


FARM  LABOR.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Leggett  inserting  an  article, 
"Youth  Farmwork  Programs  Gain  Momentum."  pp.  A6043-4 

WATER  POLLUTION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  McFall  inserting  Rep.  Monagan' 
speech  outlining  the  national  water  pollution  problem  and  providing  guide¬ 
lines  for  measures  to  deal  with  it.  pp.  A6045-7 
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portation  from  other  than  the  designated 
countries  of  alcoholic  beverages  labeled  as 
Scotch”,  “Canadian”  whisky,  or  “Cognac”, 
orVny  other  words  connoting,  indicating  or 
commonly  associated  with  the  place  of  origin 
of  thete  products. 

The  federal  Alcohol  Administration  reg¬ 
ulations  state  : 

1.  Scotch,  whisky  is  “a  distinctive  product 
of  Scotland^  manufactured  in  compliance 
with  the  lawsNof  Great  Britain  regulating  the 
manufacture  o&Scotch  whisky  for  consump¬ 
tion  in  Great  Britain.” 

2.  Irish  whiskyis  “a  distinctive  product  of 
Ireland,  manufactured  either  in  the  Irish 
Free  State  or  in  Northern  Ireland,  in  com¬ 
pliance  with  the  laws  Regulating  the  manu¬ 
facture  of  Irish  whisky^or  home  consump¬ 
tion.” 

3.  Canadian  whisky  is  “atdistinctive  prod¬ 
uct  of  Canada,  manufactured  in  Canada  in 
compliance  with  the  laws  of  CSnada  regulat¬ 
ing  the  manufacture  of  whisky  I^r  consump¬ 
tion  in  Canada.’ 

4.  Cognac  or  Cognac  grape  brandVis  “grape 
brandy  distilled  in  the  Cognac  region  of 
France,  which  is  entitled  to  be  so  designated 
by  the  laws  and  regulations  of  the  Pencil 
Government.” 

Inasmuch  as  the  foregoing  treatment >$s 
afforded  to  other  whiskys  that  are  distinct 
tive  products  of  their  countries  and  since 
Bourbon  is  recognized  by  the  International 
Federation  of  Manufacturing  Industries  and 
Wholesale  Trades  in  Wines,  Spirits,  and 
Liqueurs  as  a  distinctive  product  of  the 
United  States,  the  proposed  amendment  to 
prohibit  the  importation  of  any  whisky 
labeled  as  Bourbon  is  consonant  with  the 
recognition  which  should  properly  be  ac¬ 
corded  to  Bourbon. 

The  International  Federation  of  Manufac¬ 
turing  Industries  and  Wholesale  Trades  in 
Wines,  Spirits  and  Liquers  (Federation  Inter¬ 
nationale  des  Industries  et  du  Commerce  en 
Gros  des  Vins,  Spirltueux,  Eaux-de-Vie  et 
Liqueurs)  is  a  worldwide  organization  com¬ 
posed  of  40  trade  associations  from  17  Euro¬ 
pean  member  countries  and  the  United 
States.  Most  member  associations  hold 
quasi-governmental,  semiofficial  status  in 
their  home  countries. 

The  constitution  of  the  International  Fed¬ 
eration  provides  that  members  will  protect 
the  products  of  other  member  countries  in 
accordance  with  the  laws  and  regulations  of 
the  producing  countries. 

This  protection  comes  about  after  (1)  the 
Federation  grants  an  “appellation  of  origin” 
to  a  particular  product,  declaring  that  the 
product  is  distinctive  to  its  country  and  cai 
only  be  produced  in  that  country  if  it  is 
be  recognized  as  genuine;  (2)  the  spe/tffic 
country  enacts  a  law,  regulation,  or  resolu¬ 
tion  which  also  declares  its  home  product 
to  be  distinctive  and  genuine  onl^rif  pro¬ 
duced  domestically. 

An  “appellation  of  origin”  v^is  granted 
Bourbon  as  a  distinctive  product  of  the 
United  States  at  the  10th  jression  of  the 
executive  committee  of  thie  International 
Federation,  November  23 -&t,  1960.  However, 
the  Federation  cannot  proceed  to  enforce 
this  regulation  in  member  countries  unless 
the  United  States  itsejff  has  a  law  or  regula¬ 
tion  as  is  embodied  in  Senate  Concurrent 
Resolution  19. 

The  United  Kurfgdom  has  such  a  law,  de¬ 
claring  that  Sootch  whisky  is  a  distinctive 
product  of  Scotland  and  can  only  be  pro¬ 
duced  in  Scojfland. 

Canada  /las  such  a  law,  declaring  that 
Canadiai^vhisky  is  a  distinctive  product  of 
CanadayAnd  can  only  be  produced  in  Canada. 

Ireland  has  such  a  law,  declaring  that  Irish 
whisky  is  a  distinctive  product  of  Ireland 
can  only  be  produced  in  Ireland, 
re  U.S.  regulatory  history  covering  pro- 
ction  of  appellation  of  origin  of  distilled 
spirits  products  follows : 


In  1941  a  U.S.  Treasury  Department  deci¬ 
sion  barred  the  marketing  of  a  product 
labeled  “California  Cognac.”  Upon  petition 
of  the  French  Government,  the  Federal 
Alcohol  Administration  moved  to  prohibit 
the  use  of  the  name  “Cognac"  for  any  prod¬ 
uct  other  than  that  made  in  the  French 
Cognac  region.  The  Treasury  Department 
ruled  that  the  goodwill  and  commercial 
worth  of  the  name  “Cognac”  derives  entirely 
from  the  efforts  of  its  French  producers. 

Basic  regulatory  law  regarding  the  use  of 
the  name  "Scotch”  was  established  by  an 
Internal  Revenue  Service  ruling  against  an 
Illinois  distiller.  The  IRS  held  that  the 
Illinois  producer  could  not  label  his  product’ 
“Scotch,”  but  only  “Scotch  type”  whisky. 

Then,  in  May  1961,  the  Alcohol  and 
Tobacco  Tax  Division  further  extended  U.S. 
protection  of  the  “Scotch”  name.  The  Di¬ 
vision  issued  a  final  order  barring  even  the 
use  of  “Scotch  type”  on  any  whisky  product 
not  manufactured  in  Scotland.  The  ruling 
also  prohibits  use  of  the  terms  “Highland,” 
“Highlands,”  or  any  other  “words  connoting, 
indicating,  or  commonly  associated  with 
Scotland.” 

Similar  protection  is  now  provided  against 
any  use  of  the  terms  “Irish  type”  or  “Cana¬ 
dian  type”  for  those  distinctive  national  . 
products. 

Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  19  is  theje- 
ore  based  on  providing  our  own  najftve 
Whisky  the  same  protection  under  oiyown 
laws  that  we  now  give  foreign  produets. 

Tm\  preamble  was  amended  yAo  as  to 
read : 

Whereah  it  has  been  the  commercial  policy 
of  the  U lifted  States  to  recognize  marks  of 
origin  applicable  to  alcoholic  beverages  im¬ 
ported  into  thW  United  States;  and 

Whereas  sucAcommeronil  policy  has  been 
implemented  hytethe  Promulgation  of  ap¬ 
propriate  regulatr^i^which,  among  other 
things,  establish  standards  of  identity  for 
such  imported  alc^nOHc  beverages;  and 
Whereas  amonjfthe  standards  of  identity 
which  have  bean  established  are  those  for 
“Scotch  whiskgr  as  a  distinctive  product  of 
Scotland,  manufactured  in  Tteotland  in  com¬ 
pliance  wit)I  the  laws  of  Greait  Britain  regu¬ 
lating  thannanufacture  of  ScoCGi  whisky  for 
consuminion  in  Great  Britan^  and  for 
“Canadian  whisky”  as  a  distinctive  product 
of  Canada  manufactured  in  CanadaGn  com¬ 
pliance  with  the  laws  of  the  Dominion  of 
Canada  regulating  the  manufacture  of  Whisky 
5r  consumption  in  Canada  and  for  “cognac” 
As  grape  brandy  distilled  in  the  Cognac \(e- 
gion  of  France,  which  is  entitled  to  be 
designated  by  the  laws  and  regulations  of 
the  French  Government;  and 
Whereas  “Bourbon  whiskey”  is  a  distinc¬ 
tive  product  of  the  United  States  and  is  un¬ 
like  other  types  of  alcoholic  beverages, 
whether  foreign  or  domestic;  and 

Whereas  to  be  entitled  to  the  designation 
“Bourbon  whiskey”  the  product  must  con¬ 
form  to  the  highest  standards  and  must  be 
manufactured  in  accordance  with  the  laws 
and  regulations  of  the  United  States  which 
prescribe  a  standard  of  identity  for  “Bour¬ 
bon  whiskey”;  and 

Whereas  Bourbon  whiskey  has  achieved 
recognition  and  acceptance  throughout  the 
world  as  a  distinctive  product  of  the  United 
States :  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendments. 

The  committee  amendments  were 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  con¬ 
current  resolution  is  open  to  further 
amendment.  If  there  be  no  further 
amendment  to  be  proposed,  the  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  concurrent 
resolution,  as  amended. 


The  concurrent  resolution,  as  amen<; 
ed,  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  tb/s  con¬ 
current  resolution  was  agreed  to. . 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  move  tylay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  tj*€  table  was 
agreed  to. 

SPECIAL  TEMPORARY  AUTHORIZA¬ 
TIONS  FOR  60  DAYS  FOR  CERTAIN 

NONBROADCAS'T  OPERATIONS 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  tha' Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideratioiyuf  Calendar  No.  477,  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  1005/ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  st/fted  by  title. 

The  ^Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S. 
1005)/to  amend  paragraph  (2)  (G)  of 
subsection  309  (c)  of  the  Communications 
A9/C  of  1934,  as  amended,  by  granting  the 
ideral  Communications  Commission 
Additional  authority  to  grant  special 
temporary  authorizations  for  60  days  for 
certain  nonbroadcast  operations. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Florida. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  an  excerpt  from  the  report 
(No.  498) ,  explaining  the  purposes  of  the 
bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

GENERAL  STATEMENT 

This  bill  would  amend  paragraph  (2)  (G) 
of  subsection  (c)  of  section  309  of  the  Com¬ 
munications  Act  so  as  to  permit  the  Federal 
Communications  Commission  to  grant  spe¬ 
cial  temporary  authorizations  (STA) ,  for  60 
days  in  those  cases  where  the  application 
for  the  special  temporary  authorization  is 
filed  pending  the  filing  of  an  application  for 
regular  operation.  This  bill  was  introduced 
by  Senator  Warren  G.  Magnuson  at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  FCC.  On  September  4,  1963,  a 
hearing  was  held  thereon  at  which  the  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  Federal  Communications  Com¬ 
mission,  E.  William  Henry,  testified  in  sup- 
prt  thereof.  No  witness  appeared  in 
opposition  to  the  bill. 

ader  the  provisions  of  the  Communica- 
tion^tect,  applications  filed  with  the  Com- 
missionk  must  be  on  file  for  30  days  before 
the  Commission  can  act  on  them.  In  order 
to  permiiNthe  Commission  to  authorize  im¬ 
mediate  operation  or  short-term  operations 
where  facts  ^arrant  such  action,  paragraph 
(2)  (G)  of  subsection  (c)  of  section  309 
exempts  those  applications  made  for  a  spe¬ 
cial  temporary  arborization  for  nonbroad¬ 
cast  operations  no^do  exceed  30  days  where 
no  application  for  regular  operation  is  con¬ 
templated  to  be  filedVor  pending  the  filing 
of  an  application  for  regular  operation.  The 
Commission  has  found  tub  30-day  limitation 
on  special  temporary  authorizations  inade¬ 
quate  in  those  cases  wher^tehe  short-term 
operation  involves  a  radio  system  for  which 
an  application  for  regular  oper&^ion  is  filed 
later.  When  the  application  for\egular  op¬ 
eration  is  filed,  the  30-day  waitiW  period 
automatically  takes  effect  and  the  commis¬ 
sion  must,  therefore,  wait  the  30  day^aefore 
it  can  act  on  the  application. 

The  Federal  Communications  Commis¬ 
sion’s  proposal  will  not  change  the  30-da 
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linaitation  on  those  special  temporary  au- 
thoSizations  in  cases  not  contemplating  a 
subsequent  application  for  regular  operation. 
It  is  ik  this  area  that  the  30-day  limitation 
is  appropriately  applied,  since  its  purpose 
is  to  permit  short-term  radio  operation  in 
the  nonbrdadcast  field  without  the  delay  of 
a  30-day  wafting  period  (as  provided  in  sub¬ 
sec.  309(b) ) ,  latter  the  issuance  of  public  no¬ 
tice  by  the  Commission  of  the  acceptance  for 
filing  of  such  application. 

In  those  oases  where  the  short-term  opera¬ 
tion  relates  to  a  radio  system  for  which  an 
application  for  regulakoperation  is  filed  lat¬ 
er,  however,  this  purple  is  frustrated  be¬ 
cause  the  provisions  ofSsection  309(b)  are 
applicable  and  a  30-day  Tyaiting  period  is 
required  before  the  Commission  can  act  on 
the  application  for  regular  operation.  As  a 
result,  there  is  a  hiatus  between  the  expi¬ 
ration  of  the  special  temporar\  authoriza¬ 
tion  and  the  Federal  Communications  Com¬ 
mission’s  grant  of  the  application  for  regular 
operation  during  which  the  applicant is  un¬ 
licensed  and,  as  a  consequence,  he  is  tumble 
to  operate  his  radio.  Moreover,  it  doeknot 
appear  that  the  Federal  Communications 
Commission  has  the  authority  to  remedy  this 
statutory  defect  by  renewing  the  special  temk 
porary  authorization  until  it  can  grant  the 
application  for  regular  operation. 

The  bill  herein  reported  would  permit  the 
Commission  to  grant  special  temporary  au¬ 
thorizations  for  60  days  in  those  cases  where 
the  application  for  the  special  temporary 
authorization  is  filed  pending  the  filing  of 
application  for  regular  operation  while  leav¬ 
ing  unchanged  the  30-day  limitation  on 
those  special  temporary  authorizations  in 
cases  not  contemplating  a  subsequent  appli¬ 
cation  for  regular  operation.  Thus,  the  hia¬ 
tus  which  now  exists  in  those  cases  where 
an  application  for  regular  operation  is  sub¬ 
sequently  filed  would  be  eliminated. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  what  is 
the  bill  all  about?  Does  it  have  any¬ 
thing  to  do  with  campaigns  or  debates? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  the 
bill  has  nothing  to  do  with  campaigns. 
It  is  a  change  requested  by  the  adminis¬ 
tration.  The  bill  was  introduced  by  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pas- 
tore]  and  approved  unanimously  by  the 
Committee  on  Commerce  and  the  sub¬ 
committee  headed  by  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  PastoreI.  It  has 
been  cleared  by  the  leadership  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  is  open  to  amendment.  If  there  bej 
no  amendment  to  be  proposed,  the  quesf 
tion  is  on  the  engrossment  and  thjfd 
reading  of  the  bill.  / 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  was  read  tht:  third 
time,  and  passed,  as  follows:  / 

Be  it  enacted  "by  the  Senate  <md  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  Vnitjn  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  para¬ 
graph  (2)  (G)  of  subsection  309(c)  of  the 
Communications  Act  of  J'934,  as  amended 
(47  U.S.C.  309(c)  (2)  (GjO,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows:  / 

“(G)  a  special  temporary  authorization 
for  nonbroadcast  operation  not  to  exceed 
thirty  days  whereto  application  for  regular 
operation  is  contemplated  to  be  filed  or  not 
to  exceed  sixty  xfays  pending  the  filing  of  an 
application  fpit  such  regular  operation,  or”. 


FILING '  OF  PETITIONS  OF  INTER¬ 
VENTION  UNDER  COMMUNICA¬ 
TIONS  ACT  OF  1934 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
rfiove  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 


consideration  of  Calendar  No.  478,  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  1193. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S. 
1193)  to  amend  section  307(e)  of  the 
Communications  Act  of  1934,  to  require 
that  petitions  for  intervention  be  filed 
not  more  than  30  days  after  publication 
of  the  hearing  issues  in  the  Federal 
Register. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Florida. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  the 
proposal  is  a  technical  change  requested 
by  the  Federal  Communications  Com¬ 
mission.  It  was  unanimously  supported 
by  all  members  of  the  Committee  on 
Commerce,  including  Senators  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle.  It  has  been  cleared 
by  the  leadership  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
Nrinted  in  the  Record  an  excerpt  from 
the  report  (No.  499) ,  explaining  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  bill.  / 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excenpt 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows:  / 

Nurfose  of  legislation  / 

The  purpote  of  S.  1193  is  to  ameM  section 
309(e)  of  the\Communications  Afct  of  1934, 
as  amended  (4\u.S.C.  309(e) )  /to  require  a 
party  in  interestWho  wishes  Jo  intervene  in 
a  hearing  to  signHy  his  inymtion  to  do  so 
not  more  than  30  days  after  publication  of 
the  hearing  issues,  or  any  substantial  amend¬ 
ment  thereto,  in  the  apteral  Register. 

GENERAL  JWvhffiMENT 

This  bill  was  inti^ducechby  Senator  War¬ 
ren  G.  MAGNusoNift  the  request  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Communlcajfcns  Commission.  A  hear¬ 
ing  thereon  waf  held  on  September  4,  1963, 
at  which  the  federal  Communications  Com¬ 
mission  Chapman,  E.  William  Heku-y,  testi¬ 
fied  in  support  of  the  proposal.  n\ witness 
appearec^ni  opposition  to  the  bill.  \ 

Unde^rthe  present  provisions  of  the  \[om- 
munic^ftions  Act  of  1934,  as  amended,  when 
an  application  has  been  designated  for  hear- 
ingpany  party  in  interest  who  has  not  beeV 
notified  of  the  designation  for  hearing  earn 
inquire  the  status  of  a  party  to  the  proceed¬ 
ing  by  filing  a  petition  for  intervention 
showing  the  basis  for  his  interest  at  any  time 
not  less  than  10  days  prior  to  the  actual 
start  of  the  hearing.  According  to  the  Com¬ 
mission,  the  present  procedure  which  per¬ 
mits  filings  up  until  10  days  prior  to  the  date 
of  the  hearing  has  interfered  with  the  expe¬ 
ditious  handling  and  disposition  of  hearing 
cases. 

The  Commission  contends  that  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  S.  1193  would  enhance  the  effective¬ 
ness  of  the  prehearing  conference  which  is 
one  of  the  chief  techniques  for  expediting 
the  formal  hearing.  Their  experience  shows 
that  prehearing  discussions  and  negotia¬ 
tions,  and  the  stipulations  and  agreements 
of  the  parties  reached  as  a  result  thereof, 
are  an  effective  means  of  insuring  not  only 
an  expeditious  hearing,  but  as  weU,  that  the 
hearing  record  may  be  kept  down  in  size 
to  the  minimum  consistent  with  the  rights 
of  the  participants.  Because  of  the  present 
requirements  permitting  intervention  up  to 
10  days  before  a  hearing  actually  starts,  the 
effectiveness  of  the  prehearing  techniques 
and  the  effect  of  valuable  stipulations  and 
time-saving  agreements  reached  by  other 
participants  during  the  several  prehearing 
conferences  held  over  a  period  of  months 
may  be  destroyed  because  an  intervenor  did 


not  become  a  party  to  the  case  at  an  earlier 
date.  Under  the  provisions  of  S.  1193,  onc« 
the  hearing  issues  are  published  by  the  Fetf- 
eral  Communications  Commission,  any  /n- 
terested  person  knows  at  the  time  whether 
he  will  have  to  participate  in  the  heaving  to 
protect  his  own  interest.  The  Commission 
feels  that  in  requiring  parties  in  iVterest  to 
intervene  within  30  days  after  the  publica¬ 
tion  of  the  hearing  issues  is  air  imple  and 
reasonable  period  to  afford  parties  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  it  is  necessity  for  them  to 
intervene.  / 

The  30-day  period  provided  in  the  pro¬ 
posal  is  consistent  witlythe  time  allowed  in 
many  other  sections  ofirthe  Communications 
Act.  For  example,  section  402(e)  allows  in¬ 
terested  persons  to  intervene  in  appeals  from 
Commission  decisions  within  30  days  after 
the  filing  of  any/such  appeal  with  the  court 
of  appeals.  (S^e  also  secs.  402(c)  and  405.) 

This  legisbftion  will  discourage  dilatory 
tactics  now/possible  under  the  present  pro¬ 
visions  ami  will  substantially  eliminate  the 
need  for/kolding  repeated  prehearing  con¬ 
ference^  It  will  also  have  the  virtue  of  pro- 
vidino^a  date  certain  for  intervention,  thus 
eliminating  the  present  situation  where  the 
da|fe  for  intervention  changes  every  time  the 
date  for  commencement  of  the  hearing  is 
/changed.  Thus,  adoption  of  this  legislation 
will  be  another  step  in  eliminating  delays 
and  backlogs  in  the  administrative  process. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  is  open  to  amendment.  If  there  is  no 
amendment  to  be  proposed,  the  question 
is  on  the  engrossment  and  third  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section 
309(e)  of  the  Communications  Act  of  1934, 
as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(e)  If,  in  the  case  of  any  application  to 
which  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  applies, 
a  substantial  and  material  question  of  fact 
is  presented  or  the  Commission  for  any  rea¬ 
son  is  unable  to  make  the  finding  specified 
in  such  subsection,  it  shall  formally  desig¬ 
nate  the  application  for  hearing  on  the 
ground  or  reasons  then  obtaining  and  shall 
forthwith  notify  the  applicant  and  all  other 
known  parties  in  interest  of  such  action  and 
the  grounds  and  reasons  therefor,  specify¬ 
ing  with  particularity  the  matters  and  things 
Un  issue  but  not  including  issues  or  require¬ 
ments  phrased  generally.  When  the  Com- 
nflssion  has  so  designated  an  application  for 
hewing,  the  parties  in  interest,  if  any,  who 
are  not  notified  by  the  Commission  of  such 
actioironay  acquire  the  status  of  a  party  to 
the  preceding  thereon  by  filing  a  petition 
for  intervention  showing  the  basis  for  their 
interest  nflU  more  than  thirty  days  after 
publication  aff  the  hearing  issues  or  any  sub¬ 
stantial  ameimment  thereto  in  the  Federal 
Register.  Anj^iearing  subsequently  held 
upon  such  application  shall  be  a  full  hear¬ 
ing  in  which  thkapplicant  and  all  other 
parties  in  interest  snail  be  permitted  to  par¬ 
ticipate.  The  burdenNof  proceeding  with  the 
introduction  of  evidence  and  the  burden  of 
proof  shall  be  upon  tlk  applicant,  except 
that  with  respect  to  any  iafeue  presented  by  a 
petition  to  deny  or  a  petitiavi  to  enlarge  the 
issues,  such  burdens  shall  bgkas  determined 
by  the  Commission.”  xx 


VALIDATION  OF  CERTAIN  RICE 
ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  Calendar  No.  482,  House 
Joint  Resolution  192. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
joint  resolution  will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  House 
joint  resolution  (No.  192)  relating  to 
the  validity  of  certain  rice  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  for  1962  and  prior  crop  years. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Florida. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to,  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  joint 
resolution. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  may  we  have  an  explanation 
of  the  joint  resolution? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  the 
joint  resolution  would  confirm  all  1956 
through  1962  crop  rice  acreage  allotments 
which  were  properly  apportioned  on  the 
basis  of  producer  history  and  allocated 
to  the  farm  by  the  county  committee  in 
good  faith.  It  would  not  confirm  allot¬ 
ments  obtained  by  duplication,  forgery, 
bribery,  or  intimidation,  nor  would  it 
confirm  allotments  obtained  through 
practices  that  would  result  in  the  total 
allotted  acreage  exceeding  the  State  acre¬ 
age  allotment,  less  any  unallocated  re¬ 
serve  acreage.  The  resolution  is  de¬ 
signed  to  relieve  farmers  from  the  ef¬ 
fects  of  technical  irregularities,  but  not 
to  forgive  intentional  wrongdoing.  It 
would  be  applicable  only  in  States  where 
rice  allotments  are  made  on  the  basis 
of  the  producer’s  history  of  rice  produc¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  that  the  joint  resolution 
go  over. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  that  House  Joint  Resolution  192  be 
passed  over. 

-  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

EXTENSION  OF  JUVENILE  DELIN¬ 
QUENCY  AND  YOUTH  OFFENSES 

CONTROL  ACT  OF  1961 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  Calendar  No.  459,  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  1967. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  h# 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  biy/  (S. 
1967)  to  extend  until  June  30,  19^3,  the 
authorization  contained  in  section  6  of 
the  Juvenile  Delinquency  aj*a  Youth 
Offenses  Control  Act  of  196] 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  tc^he  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Floridi 

The  motion  was  asureed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  oonsider  the  bill. 

Mr.  SMATHERSr  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  an  excerpt  from  the  re¬ 
port  (No.  483  Explaining  the  purposes 
of  the  bill. 

There  be^Tg  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  orderjfa  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follow 

Excerpt  From  Report  No.  483 
PURPOSE  OF  THE  BILL 

S/l967  extends  the  Juvenile  Delinquency 
Youth.  Offenses  Control  Act  of  1961  for 
additional  3  years  and  authorizes  appro¬ 
priations  of  $10  million  per  year. 


The  extension  is  necessary  in  order  that 
communities  having  completed  or  about  to 
complete  the  planning  phases  of  programs  to 
combate  juvenile  delinquency  may  be  as¬ 
sured  that  Federal  support  will  continue  to 
be  available  long  enough  to  put  the  best  of 
these  plans  into  action. 

It  is  expected  that  the  lessons  learned  from 
these  demonstrations  will  lead  to  a  sound 
nationwide  approach  toward  the  problems  of 
delinquency.  This  program  is  not  a  perma¬ 
nent  one.  It  provides  funds  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  to  help  find  answers  to  a 
difficult  social  problem.  Once  those  answers 
have  been  sought  and  found,  this  planning 
and  demonstration  program  will  be  termi¬ 
nated. 

PROVISIONS  OF  PRESENT  ACT 

The  Juvenile  Delinquency  and  Youth  Of¬ 
fenses  Control  Act  contains  three  basic  pro¬ 
visions  : 

1.  It  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  to  make  grants  to 
State,  local,  or  other  public  or  nonprofit 
agencies  for  projects  demonstrating  im¬ 
proved  methods  for  prevention  and  control 
of  juvenile  delinquency. 

2.  It  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  make 
grants  to  such  agencies  for  the  development  ^ 
of  courses  of  study  and  for  training  persor 
nel  for  employment  in  programs  for  the  puf- 
vention  and  control  of  juvenile  delinquency. 

3.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  yhake 
studies,  rendej-  technical  assistance,  a ,xa  dis¬ 
seminate  information  relative  to  tho^jreven- 
tbmand  control  of  juvenile  delinquency. 

ier  the  program,'  antidelinqjrency  plans 
have 'Wen  financed  in  16  comnvfinities.  Ac¬ 
tion  pRcgrams  have  been  funded  in  four 
cities.  Special  training  centals  for  instruct¬ 
ing  speciaWts  in  delinquency  have  been  es¬ 
tablished  aX  12  universities.  In  addition, 
there  have  beW  48  granl^ for  special  research 
and  instruction 

EXPERIENCE  JE NDER  THE  ACT 

When  the  Jujfnile  Delinquency  and 
Youth  Offenses  OonVol  Act  was  enacted  in 
1961  there  was^io  tiWy  broad-based,  anti¬ 
delinquency  Ingram  underway  in  any  Amer¬ 
ican  community.  MostWfforts  to  combat 
youth  crir^r  were  based  ujWi  the  heroic  but 
isolated  ^tempts  of  settlenrait  houses,  “Big 
Brother^ programs,  and  sircar  undertak¬ 
ings. 

President’s  Committee  Juvenile 
Dehftquency  early  determined  thsSkthe  most 
senous  shortcoming  in  local  effortNo  com¬ 
bat  delinquency  was  the  lack  of  cWipre- 
lensive  community  support;  the  kilkl  of 
support  necessary  to  provide  a  new  sefWng 
in  which  idle  youths  could  be  motivate dSto 
find  a  more  useful  and  beneficial  role  fm 
themselves  in  society. 

In  order  to  qualify  for  planning  and  dem¬ 
onstration  grants,  therefore,  applicants  for 
assistance  under  the  act  were  required  to 
embark,  upon  across-the-board  planning  de¬ 
signed  to  enlist  all  appropriate  elements  in 
the  community  in  the  antidelinquency  pro¬ 
gram.  This  would  save  important  segments 
of  the  community  from  working  at  cross¬ 
purposes  in  pursuing  the  same  goal.  It 
would  also  contribute  to  greater  effectiveness 
of  their  efforts. 

A  representative  of  the  Ford  Foundation 
referring  to  the  Federal  grants  in  light  of 
the  foundation’s  wide  experience  with  their 
own  youth  programs,  said: 

“Most  of  what  is  being  done  with  those 
funds  at  the  present  time  is  planning  and 
tooling  up  for  action  programs  *  *  *.  I  per¬ 
sonally  have  felt  that  this  is  a  very  sound 
approach  to  the  question  because  this  is  so 
complicated,  there  are  so  many  institutions 
involved  in  converting  this  effort  on  this 
target  that  a  period  of  time  before  you  ac¬ 
tually  begin  the  action  program  is  quite 
essential.  It  happens  even  if  you  make  a 
grant  right  away  for  an  action  program,  you 


find  that  a  year  or  year  and  a  half  is  sn/nt 
in  planning  actually  what  the  progr^q  is 
going  to  be.  So  I  think  personally  there  are 
two  important  things  about  the  Federal  pro¬ 
gram.  One  is  the  comprehensive  ^approach 
to  it,  recognizing  there  is  no  /ne  single 
thing  that  is  the  panacea,  andr  that  many 
institutions  have  to  be  in  ityfind  that  the 
program  really  has  to  be  cajrefully  planned 
at  the  outset  and  that  thenC  is  a  focus  here 
really  on  the  broad  social  jmd  economic  con- 
tect  in  which  delinquency  takes  place.’’ 
(Hearing  record,  p.  402 

The  reaction  of  Ma^or  Walsh  of  Syracuse 
was  representative  df  the  views  of  witnesses 
before  the  subcormnittee : 

“Senator,  with/a  program  as  involved  as 
this  you  have  g^t  to  have  a  plan  and  I  think 
that  the  difficulties  that  we  are  now  faced 
with  throughout  this  country  indicate  that 
we  have  not  had  a  plan  to  treat  and  prevent 
and  control  juvenile  delinquency  and  I  would 
hope  that  with  the  16  cities  that  now  have 
grants/ with  this  concerted  approaach  that 
we  am  now  making  toward  developing  a  plan, 
that  we  are  going  to  come  up  with  some  an- 
s^rs.  It  is  the  only  approach  that  to  me 
lakes  sense.  You  just  cannot  spend  money 
r  without  a  plan.”  (Hearing  record,  p.  203.) 

The  battle  against  juvenile  delinquency 
has  been  handicapped  by  more  than  lack  of 
experience  and  coordination,  however.  There 
also  has  been  a  serious  personnel  shortage 
in  the  youth-serving  professions  and  agen¬ 
cies.  Present  training  methods  and  materi¬ 
als  have  not  kept  pace  with  the  knowledge 
gained  over  the  past  decade.  A  total  of  84 
programs  designed  to  increase  the  availabil¬ 
ity  of  trained  personnel  and  upgrade  the 
skills  of  those  already  involved  in  youth 
work  have  been  undertaken  as  a  result  of 
grants  under  the  act.  Training  programs 
sponsored  by  the  act  have  been  of  three 
types: 

(1)  University-based  training  centers 
which,  after  the  initial  organization  period, 
will  become  permanent  centers  supported 
from  other  sources.  These  will  provide  sup¬ 
plementary  training  for  counselors,  teachers, 
probation  officers,  and  other  specialists  actu¬ 
ally  working  in  the  youth  field.  In  many 
cases  these  training  centers  are  working 
closely  with  the  demonstration  programs 
training  personnel  for  these  action  programs 
and  utilizing  the  experience  of  the  projects 
in  planning  training  programs. 

(2)  Curriculum  development  projects  de¬ 
signed  to  shape  the  latest  research  findings 
and  the  results  of  action  programs  into  train¬ 
ing  materials  for  youth  workers. 

(3)  A  number  of  workshops  and  institutes 
have  been  held  in  various  parts  of  the  coun¬ 
try  to  aid  present  youth  workers  including 

'  rang  workers,  vocational  guidance  counse¬ 
ls,  and  probation  officers  in  keeping  abreast 
of 'Uie  latest  developments  in  their  own  and 
relied  fields. 

Though  less  dramatic,  one  of  the  most  im- 
por  tanker  vices  of  the  program  has  been  the 
dissemination  of  information.  By  under¬ 
writing  deSaonstration  projects  and  then  cir¬ 
culating  thX  experience  among  other  inter¬ 
ested  commul^ties  wasteful  duplication  can 
be  avoided. 

NEE\  FOS  THE  ACT 

The  report  on  Bhe  Juvenile  Delinquency 
Act  of  1961,  publisM^d  April  6,  1961,  by  the 
Committee  on  Labo\  and  Public  Welfare, 
stated  among  its  reaso^  for  recommending 
passage  of  the  act : 

“For  11  consecutive  yejJte  juvenile  delin¬ 
quency  has  been  increasinXsteadily.  *  *  * 
No  geographical  area  in  the^Tnited  States 
is  imune  to  the  impact  of  thX  delinquency 
problem.  Intensive  efforts  to  Reverse  the 
trend  have  been  made  in  many  places  but 
juvenile  delinquency  still  is  a  serious  com¬ 
munity  problem.  *  *  *  Private  and  govern¬ 
mental  agencies  at  all  levels  must  accelerate 
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their  programs  for  prevention,  control  and 
treatment  of  juvenile  delinquency.” 

The-  problems  remain  as  pressing  today. 
The  “war  babies”  generation  Is  now  in  its 
teens,  looking  for  work  at  a  time  when  the 
Nation  is  conspicuously  failing  to  provide 
employment  for  even  its  adult  labor  force. 

A  million  more  youths  reached  age  16  this 
year  than  last.  As  they  drop  out  or  gradu¬ 
ate  from  school,  many  fall  into  the  tempta¬ 
tions  of  Idleness  fqr  lack  of  available  work. 
Youth  unemployment — three  times  that 
among  adults — is  social  dynamite. 

Delinquency  statistics  reflect  a  most  dis¬ 
turbing  increase  in  youth  crime.  The  Fed¬ 
eral  Bureau  of  Investigation  reported  re¬ 
cently  that  police  arrests  of  juveniles  under 
18  increased  by  9  percent  life  1962  over  1958, 
yet  the  population  growth  InNthis  age  group 
has  only  been  3  percent  over  thecsame  period. 
Over  a  miliion  youths  aged  lCuthrougli  17 
were  arrested  in  1962;  almost  509,000  ap¬ 
peared  on  delinquency  charges  before  courts. 

Last  year,  the  cost  of  fighting  delinquency 
in  New  York  City  alone  came  to  $90  million. 
Only  7  years  earlier  it  was  $23,500,00C>\  In 
spite  of  this  enormous  increase  the  number 
of  cases  disposed  by  the  children’s  court  ro 
16.3  percent  between  1950  and  1959. 

These  are  appalling  statistics.  Quite  obvi¬ 
ously  money  alone  is  not  solving  the  prob¬ 
lem.  Fragmented  local  approaches  taken  to¬ 
ward  the  problem  are  clearly  not  meeting  the 
challenge.  The  approach  must  be  deepened 
and  broadened  into  a  comprehensive,  com¬ 
munitywide  effort  to  remake  the  physical, 
social,  and  educational  setting  in  which 
these  young  people  are  trained  and  moti¬ 
vated. 

Federal  encouragement  can  serve  as  a  cat¬ 
alyst  to  local  groups  sharing  concern  for  this 
common  problem  but  lacking  a  mechanism 
for  joint  participation.  With  experience  in 
successful  treatment  of  juvenile  delinquency 
woefully  lacking,  a  community-by-commu¬ 
nity  attack  isolated  from  related  programs 
elsewhere  would  inevitably  restilt  in  much 
duplication  of  effort,  repetition  of  unsuccess¬ 
ful  experiments,  restricted  use  of  successful 
methods,  and  insupportable  burdens  on  lim¬ 
ited  community  resources.  This  program 
has  contributed  significantly  in  overcoming 
these  difficulties. 

NEED  FOR  EXTENSION 

The  original  act  authorized  appropriations 
of  $10  million  per  year  for  3  years.  It  ex¬ 
pressly  approved  granting  funds  for  the  dura¬ 
tion  of  any  project  so  that  demonstration 
projects  could  be  underwritten  for  more  than 
1  year.  The  first  year’s  appropriations  were 
allocated  on  this  basis.  (Mobilization  for 
youth  in  New  York  City  received  $1.9  million  A 
from  the  fiscal  year  1962  appropriation  tg 
be  paid  out  during  fiscal  1963,  1964,  as 
1965.)  However,  when  granting  the  second 
year’s  appropriations,  the  Appropri^Rons 
Committees  provided  funds  for  only  l^flscal 
year  and  prohibited  the  use  of  funds  from 
one  appropriation  in  any  subsequent  fiscal 
year.  This  same  action  by  the yAppropria- 
tions  Committees  was  taken  ag&in  in  fiscal 
1964. 

During  fiscal  1960,  $8,200if00  was  appro¬ 
priated  under  the  act.  Oofy  $6,365,000  had 
been  expended  by  the  clqjre  of  the  fiscal  year 
and  the  remaining  amount  lapsed.  The  1963 
appropriation  was  $5,^10,000.  The  present 
Senate  appropriations  bill  for  1964  would 
make  $6,950,000  available.  Thus,  approxi¬ 
mately'  $19.1  milhon,  rather  than  the  con¬ 
templated  $30  million,  will  have  been  appro¬ 
priated  during/the  first  3  years  of  the  act. 

Completion^ of  the  existing  projects  will 
require  anAbstimated  additional  $15.8  mil¬ 
lion.  Wijhout  it,  2  projects  in  the  demon- 
strat ion. /stage  will  be  cut  short  1  year; 
13  projects  in  the  planning  stage  could  not 
be  financed  for  demonstration;  6  training 
centers  would  be  disbanded;  9  others  aban¬ 


doned  before  completion;  and  training  pro-  oped  during  the  first  3  years  will  not  be 
grams  which  will  use  the  materials  devel-  undertaken. 

Expenditures  ( actual  and  estimated)  under  Public  Law  87-274  for  the  period  1962-61 


1902 . . 

1963  _ 

1964  i. . 

Total 


Demonstra¬ 

tion 

Planning 

Training 

Administra¬ 
tive  and 
technical 
assistance 

$1,  915,  000 

1,  856,  960 

4,  000, 000 

$1, 832,  586 
1, 117,  594 

$2,  223,  894 
1, 955, 000 
2, 000, 000 

$394,4(00 

1  810f000 
5$t),000 

7,  771,  960 

2, 950, 180 

6, 178, 903 

/ 154, 000 

'Total 


$6,  365,  480 

5,  739,  663 

6,  950,  000 


19, 055, 043 


1  Estimated. 

City  and  county  officials,  project  directors, 
and  others  involved  in  specific  programs 
underwritten  by  the  act  appeared-before  the 
subcommittee.  Hundreds  of  letters  and  writ¬ 
ten  statements  were  also  received.  All  gave 
full  support  for  the  program.  They  com¬ 
mended  the  administrators  of  the  program 
for  their  technical  assistance  and  their  non¬ 
interference  with  local  direction  of  the  proj¬ 
ects.  The  program  appears  to  be  ably  ac¬ 
complishing  the  purposes  of  Congress  in  the 
iriginal  passage  of  the  act.  Extension  of  the 
for  an  additional  3  years  will  allow  com¬ 
pletion  of  existing  projects,  additional  dem¬ 
onstration  projects  of  outstanding  promise 
and  grater  emphasis  on  trailing  efforts 
crucialNin  producing  trained  personnel  fa^  a 
continue^  massive  attack  on  juvenile  delin¬ 
quency. 

Unless  participating  cities  have  Ae  as¬ 
surance  that\his  program  will  oonfinue  be¬ 
yond  June  196*L  they  can  hardly  .go  forward 
with  plans  extending  beyond  that  date  for 
which  they  had  Runted  heaijjay  for  Federal 
financial  support. 

The  committee  brieves  Jt hat  the  Federal 
Government  has  an  V>h*Igation  to  follow 
through  with  its  comuMient  to  these  com¬ 
munities  by  allowing^Nm  the  chance  to 
carry  their  plans  al^the Nay  through  the 
demonstration  phase.  Otherwise  the  funds 
invested  so  far  wi^r have  been  Vargely  wasted. 

The  PRESUMING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  amendment.  If  there  is  no 
amendment  to  be  proposed,  the  question 
is  on  the/bngrossment  and  third  reading 
of  the  hill. 

The/bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  sf  third  reading,  was  read  the  thn 
tii^re,  and  passed,  as  follows: 

Is  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
,  lepresentatives  of  the  United  States  of  Amer¬ 
ica  in  Congress  assembled.  That  section  6  of 
the  Juvenile  Delinquency  and  Youth  Offenses 
Control  Act  of  1961  (42  U.S.C.  2545)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “two”  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  "five”. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  bill 
was  passed. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


ANCHORAGE,  ALASKA,  AND 
AMERICA 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  we 
read  and  hear  a  great  deal  today  about 
two-way  travel. 

Tourism  has  opened  doors  long  closed, 
ofttimes  unintentionally.  Americans  for 
decades  have  gone  abroad  to  see  new 
lands  and  meet  new  people,  but  few 
could  afford  the  trip. 

Now  this  impasse  is  fading.  Travel  is 


no  longer  a  luxjifry.  It  is  educational, 
stimulating,  leas  expensive,  and  a  re¬ 
markable  catalyst  in  promoting  better 
understand^  among  people  of  the 
world. 

For  ioV too  long  the  value  of  tourism 
has  been  either  ignored  or  underesti- 
matedAy  Americans,  despite  our  willing¬ 
ness/to  travel  widely  and  spend  gener- 
ou^fy.  This  one-way  travel  did  nothing 
aid  our  balance  of  payments. 

Under  the  aegis  of  the  administration 
of  President  Kennedy,  positive  steps 
have  been  taken  to  correct  the  situation. 

The  U.S.  Travel  Service  was  estab¬ 
lished  as  a  part  of  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Commerce  and  a  modest  but  remark¬ 
able  campaign  to  interest  the  Old  World 
in  the  New  World  was  initiated.  It  has 
been  fruitful.  Our  States  are  being  seen 
firsthand  by  citizens  of  many  nations. 
It  is  no  surprise  to  meet  a  German  teach¬ 
er  busily  exploring  the  wonders  of  Wash¬ 
ington  or  to  find  a  Japanese  photog¬ 
rapher  seeking  a  new  view  of  the  Lin¬ 
coln  Memorial. 

Ironic  illustrations,  perhaps,  but  true. 

I  have  referred  to  the  changing  picture 
of  tourism.  These  changes  include  the 
new  travel  service  which  has  much  to 
offer  each  State. 

Director  Voit  Gilmore  of  the  travel 
service  addressed  the  annual  convention 
of  the  Alaska  Travel  Promotion  Associa¬ 
tion  when  it  met  in  Cordova  September 
20.  The  topic  he  discussed  was  “The 
risit  U.S.A.  Campaign — More  Dollars 
id  Friends  for  Alaska.”  He  cited  sta¬ 
tists  to  prove  why. 
example : 

It  is>frnpressive  that  Anchorage  now  ranks 
fourth  it  the  Nation  in  the  number  of  in¬ 
ternational  passengers  traveling  through  its 
airport,  beVig  surpassed  only  by  New  York, 
Miami,  and>Los  Angeles.  I  have  heard  a 
great  deal  of  your  hopes  to  slow  down  some 
of  these  rapid-^ansit  travelers  and  let  them, 
too,  stay  long  enough  to  enjoy  the  wonders 
of  Alaska  and  l«^e  some  tourist  dollars 
behind. 

Mr.  Gilmore  descried  the  work  of  his 
State  of  North  Carolina  in  bringing  to 
the  attention  of  its  visitors  the  wonders 
of  the  great  Smoky  Mountains  National 
Park  and  the  Hatteras  SeasVmre  National 
Park.  He  suggested  that  such  Alaskan 
marvels  as  Glacier  Bay  National  Monu¬ 
ment,  Katmai  National  Monument,  and 
Mount  McKinley  National  Park,  name 
but  three — could  be  similar  touristNjtop- 
overs. 

The  tourist  coming  to  North  Carol: 
said  Mr.  Gilmore,  has  made  tor 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  water  pol/ution  control  bill.  Senate  committee  voted  to 

report  bill  to  prohibit  registration  of  pesticides  under  protest.  Sen.  Javits 
inserted  items  supporting  President's  decision  noB^to  prohibit  sale  of  wheat  to 
Russia.  Sen.  Humphrey  commendedr  school  lunch  progiNwn.  Sen.  Allott  inserted  reso¬ 
lution  favoring  increased  appropriations  for  forest  \ighways.  Senate  committee 
'Tpted  to  report  Ozark  Natior/f  Rivers  recreation  bill\  Senate  considered  bill  to 
Jalidate  certain  rice  acreq/e  allotments.  Rep.  PutcellXfavored  a  wheat  sale  to 
Russia. 


SENATE 

1.  WATER  POLLUTION .  By  a  vote  of  69  to  11,  passed  as  reported  s\  649,  to  increase 
grants  fo^  water  pollution  control  facilities  and  establish  abater  Pollution 
Control ^Administration  in  HEW  (pp.  18658,  18661-72,  18681-703)  .\Rejected  an 
amendment  by  Sen.  Cooper  to  require  public  hearings  by  HEW  for  th^  purpose  of 
makiag  recommendations  to  the  Congress  on  water  pollution  control  measures 
(pn/  18671-94).  See  Digest  No.  162  for  a  summary  of  the  provisions  \f  the 
b/l. 

2.  /^ESTICIDES.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  cV^d 
not  actually  report)  with  amendments  S.  1605,  to  amend  the  Federal  Insecticide, 
Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act  so  as  to  provide  for  labeling  of  economic 
poisons  with  registration  numbers  to  eliminate  registration  under  protest, 
p.  D812 


Sen.  Humphrey  commended  the  action  of  the  Committee  and  the  efforts  of  /en. 
Ribicoff  in  behalf  of  this  legislation  and  inserted  an  article  from  American 
Torests  magazine,  ’’Senator  Ribicoff  Would  End  ‘Protest  Registration'  of' 

“ jsecticides."  pp.  18709-11 


3.  RECREATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  rep6rt  (but 
did  n\t  actually  report)  with  amendment  S.  16,  to  provide  for  the/establishment 
of  the \zark  National  Rivers,  Mo.,  recreation  area  (proposed  recreation  area 
would  include  certain  national  forest  lands),  p.  D813 


4.  RICE  ALLOTMENTS.  H.  J.  Res.  192,  to  provide  for  the  validation  of  certain  rice 
acreage  allotments  for  1962  and  prior  crops,  was  made  the  pending  business, 
p.  18725 


5.  WATER  RESOURCES;  RESEARCH.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to 
report  (but  did  not\actually  report)  with  amendment^.  J.  Res.  49,  to  authorize 
Interior  to  carry  outva  program  for  control  of  phreatophytes  along  the  Pecos 
River  channel,  N.  Mex.\md  Tex.  p.  D813 


6.  RECLAMATION.  The  InteriorNand  Insular  Affair 
did  not  actually  report)  with  amendment  S. 
the  Dixie  reclamation  project*  Utah.  p.  Qtfl3 


9. 


Committee  voted  to  report  (but 
,  to  authorize  construction  of 


7.  WHEAT;  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen.  Javi^s  inserted  two  editorials  supporting  the 

President's  decision  not  to  prohiHd.t  ar  sale  of  wheat  to  Russia,  and  he  stated 
that  he  has  ’warned  that  this  'one^^ot*  deal  might  be  used  as  a  way  to  engage 
in  several  trade  deals  which  woulc^x^ll  for  much  more  from  the  Soviet  Union.-’ 

pp.  18680-1 


8.  SCHOOL  LUNCH.  Sen.  Humphrey  codimended  th^v  school  lunch  program,  stated  that 
it  is  a  program  "that  has  ayrfost  universal\acceptance  and  support,"  and  in¬ 
serted  a  USDA  press  release^  ’’Secretary  Fre^ian  Urges  National  School  Lunch 
Week  Observance."  p.  187,11 


FOREST  HIGHWAYS.  Sen. ^^llott  inserted  a  resolution  of  the  Western  Association- 
of  State  Highway  Off^nials  urging  increased  annuaryappropriations  for  forest 
highways  "from  the^Sresent  level  of  $33  million  to  million."  p.  18713 


in.  Douglas  supported  enactment  of  S. 

•  Ij 


>7,  the  truth-in- 


10.  FOOD  PACKAGING. 

packaging  bill,/  so  as  "to  put  the  consumer  on  a  more  equ^l  footing  with  the 
manufacturer/in  regard  to  those  market  basket  commoditiesOwhich  the  buyer  can 
no  longer  examine  before  he  buys,"  and  inserted  an  article /V’Food  Packaging 
and  Buyer Rights."  pp.  18713-4 


11.  CABINET/^EMBERS '  TRAVEL.  Sen.  Tower  inserted  a  critical  article  ^'reviewing  re¬ 
cent  /ravel  by  members  of  the  Cabinet,  including  references  to  Secretary  Free* 


man. 


's  recent  travel  to  Russia  and  a  trip  to  Utah.  p.  18718 


LOYMENT.  Sen.  Proxmire  criticized  the  availability  and  reliabilit\of 
statistics  on  domestic  unemployment  and  urged  a  program  to  "improve  the* 
quality  of  our  unemployment  statistics"  and  that  the  administration  "beg^n  to 
consider  an  array  of  programs  designed  to  meet  specific  types  of  unemployment 
which  currently  exists."  pp.  18733 
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tions  shall  be  transmitted  by  the  director  to 
tthe  Judicial  Conference. 

‘(r)  Transitional  Provision.  In  the  case 
os.  a  commissioner  who  dies  within  six 
months  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
section  after  having  rendered  at  least  five 
years  bf  civilian  service  computed  as  pre¬ 
scribed  in  subsection  (n),  but  without  hav¬ 
ing  madejMi  election  as  provided  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (b).,  dn  annuity  shall  be  paid  to  his 
widow  and  surviving  dependents  as  is  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  \section,  as  if  such  commis¬ 
sioner  had  elected  on  the  day  of  his  death 
to  bring  himself  Vithin  the  purview  of  this 
section  but  had  lira  made  the  deposit  pro¬ 
vided  for  by  subsection  (d).  An  annuity 
6hall  be  payable  undeKsthis  section  computed 
upon  the  basis  of  the  actual  length  of  serv¬ 
ice  as  a  commissioner  Sad  other  allowable 
service  of  the  commissioner  and  subject  to 
the  reduction  required  byksubsection  (d) 
even  though  no  deposit  has-been  made,  as 
required  by  subsection  (h)  w^h  respect  to 
any  of  such  service. 

“(s)  Waiver  of  Civil  Service\J3f.nefits. 
Any  commissioner  electing  under  subsection 
(b)  shall,  at  the  time  of  such  electioK  waive 
all  benefits  under  the  Civil  Service  Retire¬ 
ment  Act.  Such  a  waiver  shall  be  maae  in 
the  same  manner  and  shall  have  the  sakte 
force  and  effect  as  a  waiver  filed  under  sec 
tion  796(g)  (3) 

And,  on  page  25,  after  line  22,  to  strike 
out: 

Sec.  5.  Funds  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  this  Act  may  be  appropriated 
out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  other¬ 
wise  appropriated. 

So  as  to  make  the  bill  read : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  section  792  of  title  28,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(a)  The  Court  of  Claims  may  appoint 
twenty  commissioners  who  shall  be  subject 
to  removal  by  the  court  and  shall  devote  all 
of  their  time  to  the  duties  of  the  office.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  committee  amendments 
are  agreed  to  en  bloc. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record  an  explana¬ 
tion  of  the  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  explana¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

AMENDMENTS 

1.  Beginning  on  page  1,  line  8,  strike  <fut 
all  down  to  and  including  line  24  on  paae  25. 

2.  Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “TO  pro¬ 
vide  for  additional  commissioners /ot  the 
United  States  Court  of  Claims.” 

PURPOSE  OF  AMENDMEN' 

The  purpose  of  the  first  amendment  is  to 
delete  from  the  provisions  of  Sr  102  all  refer¬ 
ence  to  retirement  and  widows’  annuities  of 
the  commissioners  of  the/Court  of  Claims, 
even  though  these  provisions  have  been  en¬ 
dorsed  by  the  Judicial  Conference  of  the 
United  States  and  th^Bar  Association  of  the 
District  of  Columbi^since  the  matter  of  re¬ 
tirement  and  widows’  annuities  is  believed 
to  be  a  matter  inywie  jurisdiction  of  the  Post 
Office  and  Ctwy  Service  Committee.  The 
committee,  thwefore,  without  any  prejudice 
to  such  provyfons,  believes  that  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Posjr  Office  and  Civil  Service  should 
be  the  conunittee  to  consider  such  proposals. 
The  second  amendment  conforms  the  title 
of  theyoill  to  the  committee  amendment  in 
the  Ijpdy  of  the  biU. 

PURPOSE 

bill,  as  amended,  authorizes  an  in- 
in  the  number  of  commissioners  of 


the  Court  of  Claims  from  the  15  presently 
authorized  to  20. 


STATEMENT 

As  set  forth  in  the  report  on  a  similar  bill 
of  the  87th  Congress,  by  virtue  of  improve¬ 
ments  and  refinements  in  the  procedures  of 
the  Court  of  Claims  over  the  course  of  sev¬ 
eral  years  the  role  of  commissioners  of  the 
court  has  been  developed  far  beyond  the 
functions  contemplated  when  the  commis¬ 
sioner  system  was  instituted  for  the  court 
shortly  after  the  close  of  World  War  I.  Com¬ 
missioners  of  the  court  now  serve  under  the 
rules  of  the  court  as  its  trial  judges.  Every 
case  filed  in  the  court  is  referred  to  a  com¬ 
missioner  who  is  thereupon  charged  with  the 
responsibility  of  passing  on  all  questions  of 
pleading  incident  to  the  Joinder  of  issue,  all 
procedural  motions  pending  reduction  of  the 
issues  to  questions  of  law,  and  all  pretrial 
procedures  (including  discovery  by  deposi¬ 
tion  or  the  production  of  documents),  and 
the  trial  of  the  case  on  issues  of  fact.  With 
his  findings  of  fact,  he  is  often  directed  to 
submit  recommendations  for  conclusions  of 
law,  with  supporting  opinion.  The  exten¬ 
sion  of  the  commissioners’  functions  to  cover 
the  full  range  of  trial  work  has  contributed 
to  the  court  a  third  distinctive  feature  (in 
addition  to  nationwide  jurisdiction  and  non¬ 
jury  trials)  in  that  in  practical  effect,  thi 
hurt  of  Claims  now  combines  in  one  foi 
e  facilities  of  trial  and  appellate  functions, 
jive  judges  comprise  the  Court  of  Claims. 
Thi\number  has  not  been  increased  larmore 
thanMOO  years.  Past  experience  indicates 
that  fiVe  judges  can  dispose  of  Vcut  volume 
of  cases'|(hat  can  be  tried  by  commissioners 
in  the  ratrq  of  four  commissioned  per  judge. 
However,  iKis  essential  that /the  cases  be 
developed  as'Lir  as  possible  vy  commission¬ 
ers  so  that  review  by  the  ledges  is  reduced 
to  points  that  cfcui  be  presented  sharply  and 
succinctly.  In  order  fojr the  commissioners 
to  be  effective  in  \thi/  undertaking,  their 
caseloads  must  be  liiVted  to  reasonable  size. 
This  fact,  coupled  wrtk  the  gradual  increase 
in  the  workload  o^the  cBurt  which  has  been 
continuing  for  nfore  than  10  years,  makes 
advisable  the  authorization^  for  an  increase 
in  the  numbejrfrom  15  to  2< 

The  comm^tee  has  explained  in  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  VoJ amendments  to  S.\o2  the  rea¬ 
sons  whv/the  retirement  and  annuity  provi¬ 
sions  should  at  this  time  be  derated,  and 
recommends  that  the  bill,  as  amended,  be 
considered  favorably. 

-he  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The\ill 
open  to  further  amendment.  If  these 
>e  no  further  amendment  to  be  pra 
posed,  the  question  is  on  the  engross¬ 
ment  and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  (S.  102)  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  was  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed. 

The  title  was  amended,  so  as  to  read: 
“A  bill  to  provide  for  additional  commis¬ 
sioners  of  the  U.S.  Court  of  Claims.” 
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The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  joint 
resolution. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  the 
joint  resolution  will  be  the  pending  busi¬ 
ness. 


i  NOON 


VALIDATION  OF  CERTAIN  RICE 
ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  Calendar  No.  482,  House 
Joint  Resolution  192,  and  that  it  be 
made  the  pending  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

joint  resolution  will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  joint  reso¬ 
lution  (H.J.  Res.  192)  relating  to  the 
validity  of  certain  rice  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  for  1962  and  prior  crop  years. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Montana. 


ORDER  FOR  RECESS  1 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  /Mr.  President, 
there  will  be  no  further  voting  today. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  concludes  j/s  business  today,  it 
take  a  recess  unjtfl  12  o’clock  noon  to¬ 
morrow. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection;  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  thank  the  dis- 
tinguishedr  Senator  from  Louisiana  for 
his  unfailing  courtesy. 


DOI 


R  DIPLOMACY  FLOPS  AGAIN 

:r.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  in 
’ew  of  the  recent  pronouncements  by 
bur  foreign  policy  formulators  against 
giving  diplomatic  recognition  to  the  new 
governments  in  the  Dominican  Republic 
and  Honduras,  and  also  comments  that 
have  been  made  by  Members  of  this  body 
in  support  of  this  position,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  a  statement  of  my 
views  on  this  subject,  as  printed  in  my 
newsletter  of  October  14, 1963,  be  printed 
in  the  body  of  the  Record.  This  news¬ 
letter  is  entitled  “Dollar  Diplomacy 
Flops  Again,”  and  it  emphasizes  my  con¬ 
cern  about  the  alliance  for  Progress  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  importance  of  resolving 
any  doubts  that  we  may  have  in  favor  of 
anti-Communist  governments,  rather 
than  in  favor  of  governments  which 
could  possibly  lead  to  the  establishment 
of  additional  Castro-type  Communist 
dictatorships  in  the  Western  Hemisphere. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Dollar  Diplomacy  Flops  Again 
(By  Senator  Strom  Thurmond) 

The  Communist  takeover  of  Cuba  brought 
about  a  new  packaging  of  U.S.  foreign  policy 
for  Latin  America.  Traditional  dollar  di¬ 
plomacy  was  changed  by  adding  more  dollars 
,nd  a  new  title — Alliance  for  Progress. 

lite  predictably,  U.S.  policy  for  the  Ameri¬ 
cans  still  a  flop. 

Economic  assistance  has  little  or  no  effect 
against  Communist  subversion  and  violence. 
Properly,  applied  and  administered,  economic 
assistanefek  in  a  couple  of  decades  might  in¬ 
crease  theVconomic  potential  of  some  Latin 
countries  t\  help  defend  themselves.  The 
Reds,  unfortunately,  give  no  indication  they 
will  work  that  slowly. 

As  administered,  however,  the  program  is 
nothing  more  than,  an  alliance  for  socialism. 
Its  assistance  is  government  to  government 
oriented,  and  little  more  than  an  occasional 
verbal  nod  is  given  toSthe  private  sector  of 
Latin  economies.  As  a  condition  of  receiving 
assistance  under  the  alliance,  programs  for 
drastic  social,  economic  an\  political  reform 
by  the  Latin  governments!,  are  required. 
Principal  among  these  is  land  reform,  usually 
taking  the  form  of  confiscation \nd  redistri¬ 
bution,  rather  than  the  more!,  moderate 
methods,  such  as  special  taxes  on  nUe  lands. 

The  very  type  of  reforms  on  which  alliance 
assistance  is  conditioned  is  the  type 'which 
has  been  advocated  by  Communists  Nand 
other  far-left  groups  in  Latin  America  \or 
years.  In  seeking  and  supporting  goverr 
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naents  which  will  institute  such  drastic  pro¬ 
grams,  the  United  States  finds,  of  course, 
the'most  enthusiasm  among  the  governments 
furthest  to  the  left. 

Traottionally,  the  military  establishments 
of  Latin,  countries  have  generally  been  the 
dominant, source  of  power.  In  the  absence 
of  other  stkble  political  institutions,  rule  by 
anyone  has  usually  been  at  the  sufferance  of 
the  military.  '..Military  power  is  sometimes 
used  to  protect  the  people  from  despots, 
sometimes  to  install  despots  in  power.  In 
most  Latin  countries,  the  military  leaders 
have  been  trained  ha  U.S.  military  schools, 
and  they  are  generally  anti-Communist  and 
impatient  with  radicalvprograms. 

Because  the  alliance  sought  out  and  en¬ 
couraged  drastic  and  radical  programs,  most 
welcome  to  leftist -oriented'^ governments,  it 
was  inevitable  that  where  Strong  military 
establishments  existed,  such  radical  govern¬ 
ments  would  be  overthrown,  regardless  of 
whether  they  were  put  in  initiarto  by  elec¬ 
tions  or  by  the  very  same  military  estab¬ 
lishment.  Where  the  military  is  nofostrong, 
or  not  anti-Communist  the  governments  go 
further  to  the  left  and  into  active  coopera¬ 
tion  with  the  Reds.  \ 

Since  the  Alliance  began,  there  have  beeto 
seven  military  coup  d’etats  in  Latin  American 
The  latest  were  in  Honduras  and  the  Domini¬ 
can  Republic. 

The  United  States  recognized  the  tradition 
of  military  coups  and  the  increased  po¬ 
tential  for  them  through  the  Alliance  in 
Latin  America.  Therefore  we  have  assisted 
in  creating  in  many  of  these  countries 
“national  police  forces,’’  in  an  effort  to  keep 
democratic  governments  in  power  and  to 
offset  the  power  of  the  military.  In  the 
Dominican  Republic,  this  U.S. -financed  and 
trained  force  joined  in  the  coup.  In  Hon¬ 
duras,  the  civil  guard,  as  it  is  called,  con¬ 
tested  the  miltary  coup,  and  was  easily  de¬ 
feated  by  trained  and  organized  troops  of 
the  military. 

Now  U.S.  policymakers  are  emotionally  in¬ 
dignant.  They  vow  that  the  United  States 
will  not  recognize  the  new  governments  re¬ 
sulting  from  military  coups.  Some  legislators 
even  advocate  the  use  of  marines  against  the 
juntas  although  they  cry  out  against  even 
the  threat  of  force  against  Cuba.  It  does 
not  seem  to  matter  to  our  policymakers 
whether  the  military  action  was  for  protec¬ 
tion  of  the  country  by  deposing  a  would  be 
despot  or  potential  Castro,  or  whether  it  was 
a  simple  power  grab  by  the  military. 

It  makes  a  big  difference,  however.  In 
Peru  and  in  Guatemala,  even  the  State  De¬ 
partment  recognizes  that  the  military  juntas 
have  made  more  progress  on  actual  reforms 
than  had  the  democratic  governments  they, 
deposed.  The  recent  coup  in  the  Dominical/ 
Republic  appears  to  have  been  necessary  JL o 
prevent  President  Bosch  from  following 
Castro’s  road  to  communism.  / 

If  the  United  States  follows  a  blind/iolicy 
of  refusing  recognition  to  governments  es¬ 
tablished  by  military  forces  in  La jfn  Amer¬ 
ica — and  there  have  already  beem4even — the 
United  States  may  find  that  thaLAlliance  for 
Progress  funds  go  only  to  thoae  far  left  gov¬ 
ernments  where  no  intern;! l/I  o r c e  is  strong 
enough  to  depose  them.  / 

Can  a  program  of  fo/ign  aid  which  is 
limited  to  those  who  are  most  cooperative 
with  the  Communists  Je  justified? 


THE  PROPOSED  SUPERSONIC 
/  PLANE 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  Mr.  President,  this 
morning  hirings  commenced  before  the 
Aviationifubcommittee  of  the  Commerce 
Commipe,  under  the  chairmanship  of 
the  ahle  and  distinguished  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Monroney],  on  the  pro¬ 
posed  American  supersonic  plane.  This 


morning’s  witness  was  Mr.  Boyd,  the 
Chairman  of  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board. 
At  this  very  moment,  Mr.  Halaby,  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  Federal  Aviation 
Agency,  is  giving  his  testimony. 

This  constitutes  a  challenging  future 
‘for  aviation.  Leading  American  com¬ 
panies  are  interested  in  the  plane,  to  the 
point  where  they  are  willing  to  put  down 
good,  hard  cash  to  insure  deliveries.  An¬ 
nouncement  has  been  made  that  Trans 
World  Airlines  has  done  so.  I  have  in 
my  possession  a  letter  written  to  Mr. 
Gordon  M.  Bain,  Deputy  Administrator 
for  Supersonic  Transport  Development, 
of  the  Federal  Aviation  Agency,  on  Oc¬ 
tober  14, 1963,  signed  by  Rusell  B.  Adams, 
vice  president  of  Pan  American  World 
Airways,  stating  in  part: 

We  refer  to  telephone  conversations  last 
week  between  you  and  President  Trippe  and 
Vice  President  Pirie,  of  our  company,  in 
which  it  was  confirmed  that  Pan  American 
has  been  willing,  since  Mr.  Trippe’s  public 
statement  of  early  June,  to  place  a  produc¬ 
tion  order  for  a  fleet  of  American-built 
.  supersonic  transports. 

\  *  »  *  *  * 
^)ur  banker’s  check  in  the  amount  of  $1,- 
50\000  in  favor  of  the  United  States  oT 
Am^dca  is  enclosed  herewith  as  the  initial 
deposit  on  such  aircraft,  it  being  understood 
that  tn®  arrangements  for  the.  purcha^r  will 
be  on  a'most-favored-nation  basis  and  ac¬ 
ceptable  tXthe  Government.  f 

Mi’.  President,  the  supersonic  age  in 
aviation  will 'toe  here  almostf  before  we 
know  it.  \  / 


AN  ALTERNAtaVB^TAX  PLAN 

Mr.  LONG  of  LoiMiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  as  a  Membeiyof'the  Congress  for 
15  years,  I  have  rated  repeatedly  to  re¬ 
lieve  hardships  inherent  imour  tax  struc¬ 
ture.  In  most  instances,  myVotes  to  pro¬ 
vide  greater  fairness  and  social  justice  in 
our  Federajr  tax  system  haveXbeen  di¬ 
rected  toward  assisting  those  in  lower  in¬ 
come  brackets.  I  have  voted  to  increase 
the  exemptions  and  to  provide  special 
tax  a^antages  for  the  aged,  homeown- 
ersyparents  sending  children  through 
co/ege,  persons  with  high  medical  ex¬ 
penses,  and  others  of  moderate  means. 

/  As  a  student  of  our  tax  system,  I  have 
become  increasingly  impressed  by  the 
inequity  and  the  complexity  of  our  tax 
structure  with  regard  to  individuals  in 
upper-income  brackets.  A  study  of  tax 
returns  of  individuals  in  high-income 
brackets  proved  two  things:  some  tax¬ 
payers  do  not  pay  nearly  enough;  others 
pay  too  much.  While  it  is  true  that  our 
tax  rates  on  personal  income  are  very 
steeply  graduated  on  the  first  $100,000 
and  reach  a  rate  of  91  percent,  for  one 
person,  on  taxable  income  over  $200,000 
most  high-income  taxpayers  find  ways 
either  to  make  their  income  in  ways  that 
are  not  taxable,  or  to  benefit  from  a 
number  of  ways  of  deducting  large 
amounts.  Most  high-bracket  taxpayers, 
with  the  help  of  tax  lawyers  and  ac¬ 
countants,  are  able  to  keep  their  taxes 
well  below  50  percent  of  their  gross  in¬ 
come. 

At  the  conclusion  of  this  speech,  I  shall 
place  in  the  Record  a  number  of  illus¬ 
trations  of  how  taxpayers  with  large  in¬ 
comes  have  succeeded  in  keeping  their 


tax  liability  very  low.  In  some  cases, 
these  taxpayers  have  paid  less  than  L 
percent  of  their  income  in  Federal  tax^T 
In  fact,  there  are  taxpayers  who  b/ve 
legally  avoided  paying  any  taxes  all, 
even  though  their  gross  income  expTeded 
a  million  dollars.  f 

Some  of  the  methods  by  jmich  tax 
liabilities  have  been  kept  lov/riave  been 
the  receipt  of  income  froor  State  and 
municipal  bonds  which  yf  not  taxable, 
the  deduction  of  contrih/tions  to  chari¬ 
ties  and  private  foundafions,  and  the  di¬ 
verting  of  large  sui/s  of  money  into 
types  of  assets  whi^i  receive  the  much 
lower  capital  gain/lax  treatment.  Par¬ 
ticularly  is  this  Jr ue  in  cases  where  the 
capital  gains  income  is  offset  by  a  large 
interest  dedqjtion  to  cover  the  cost  of 
financing  ttte  transaction.  The  use  of 
pension  plans  and  profit-sharing  plans 
by  owneg/managers  of  small  closely  held 
corporations,  percentage  depletion,  in¬ 
tangible  drilling  costs,  stock  options,  the 
foreign  tax  credit,  the  use  of  multiple 
small  business  corporations,  have  all 
been  subject  to  severe  criticism  by 
^students  of  our  tax  system. 

While  most  of  these  so-called  favored 
methods  of  tax  treatment  can  be  de¬ 
fended  in  general,  they  are  in  effect  de¬ 
feating  the  purpose  for  which  high  rates 
on  large  income  were  established ;  that  is, 
to  extract  big  taxes  from  those  able  to 
pay  them.  This  is  so  because  many  per¬ 
sons  whose  income  is  in  excess  of  $1  mil¬ 
lion  will  pay  at  a  very  low  rate  by  taking 
advantage  of  all  of  the  tax  avoidance 
possibilities  to  which  I  have  referred,  as 
well  as  a  number  of  others  which  any 
good  tax  lawyer  and  any  outstanding  tax 
consultant  firm  can  readily  point  out. 

Nevertheless,  there  are  cases  where  in¬ 
dividuals  are  actually  paying  as  much  as 
75  percent  or  more  of  their  income  to  the 
U.S.  Government.  In  many  of  these 
cases,  it  may  be  that  the  citizen  sud¬ 
denly  found  himself  in  a  high-income 
tax  bracket,  without  the  opportunity  to 
make  arrangements  for  the  various  tax 
avoidance  possibilities  available  to  him. 
In  other  cases,  it  may  be  that  there  is  a 
lack  of  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  tax- 
'payer  as  to  what  he  can  do,  or  it  may  be 
that  the  taxpayer  is  simply  patriotic. 
Regretably,  I  doubt  that  patriotism 
motivates  many  citizens  to  pay  large 
amounts  of  taxes.  In  any  event,  it 
makes  little  or  no  sense  for  this  Nation 
to  have  \  crazy  quilt,  hodge-podge  tax 
system  whaffi  crucifies  one  taxpayer  by 
depriving  hhn  of  87  percent  of  his  in¬ 
come,  while  rk  accords  to  another  the 
privilege  of  retaming  within  his  owner¬ 
ship  and  control  tOO  percent  of  his  earn¬ 
ings,  without  any\income  tax  liability 
whatever.  \ 

Recently,  a  responsive  official  of  the 
Treasury  Department  remarked  to  me 
that  any  unfortunate  pershn  who  was  ac¬ 
tually  paying  50  percent  o£  his  income 
in  Federal  taxes  deserved  axfriend.  I 
should  like  now  to  be  that  friend. 

For  this  reason,  Mr.  President  I  am 
proposing  an  alternate  method  fo\com- 
puting  Federal  income  taxes.  This  meth- 
od  would  propose  to  eliminate  mostVif 
the  loopholes  in  our  existing  system  oi 
personal-income  taxation.  It  is  my  pro  A 
posal  that  a  taxpayer  should  have  the 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  ;  Senate  passed  bill  to  validate  certain  rice  allotments  involved  in 
technical  irregularities.  Rep.  Weltner  criticized,  cotton  program  as  primarily 
aiding  hig  producer.  Rep.  Findley/criticized  and  u^ged  repeal  of  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram.  Sen.  Dirksen  introduced  ano  discussed  bill  to^jequire  labeling  of  Irish 
potatoes  shippped  in  interstate /commerce. 


SENATE 


1.  RICE  ALLOTMENTS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  J.  Res.  192,  to  validate  certain 

rice  acreage  allotments  which  have  been  made  in  good  faith  by  county  ASC 
committees  and  used  by  producers  prior  to  1963,  which  may  now  be  subject  to 
recall  due  to  technical  violation  of  USDA  regulations.  This  bill  will  now  be 
sent  to  the  President,  pp.  18758-61 

2.  FOREl/RY;  LUMBER.  The  Commerce  Committee  reported  with  amendments  S.  2100^  to 
:inue  the  temporary  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  permit  th&yuse 
foreign  vessels  to  transport  lumber  from  U.  S.  ports  to  Puerto  Rico  if 

determines  that  no  U.S.  vessel  is  reasonably  available  (S.  Rept.  568).  p. 


v3.  RECLAMATION.  Passed  with  amendments  S.  283,  to  amend  the  Small  Reclamation 
Projects  Act  of  1956  so  as  to  increase  the  present  authorization  ceiling 
small  reclamation  projects  from  $100  million  to  $200  million  and  to  pei 
Interior  to  advance  up.  to  h^lf  the  funds  necessary  to  planning  a  projecjf  and  _ 
P^\~Par^-n§  a  l°an  application,  provided  that  the  funds  advanced  shall  barnon- 
reitpbur sable  if  the  project  is  not  constructed  and  shall  be  repaid  ijf  full 
if  t>e  project  is  built  (pp.  18752,  18761-4,  18772-3).  Agreed  to  £  amendment 
by  Sens.  Kuchel  to  increase  the  maximum  amount  of  a  loan  or  grant  Jlox  a  small 
reclamation  project  from  $5  million  to  $7.5  million  (pp.  18762-. 


4.  TERRITORIEsSAND  POSSESSIONS.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affair/^ Committee  voted 
to  report  (b^t  did  not  actually  report)  H.  R.  2073,  to  placj,/ certain  sub¬ 
merged  lands  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  governments  o/ Guam,  Virgin 
Islands,  and  American  Samoa,  p.  D818 


5.  SUGAR*  Sen.  Keat ink criticized  a  Justice  Department  bfief  filed  in  the  Supreme 
Court  "to  defeat  the\claims  of  a  U.  S.  company  for  #he  proceeds  from  the  sale 
of  sugar  seized  by  th\ Castro  regime."  -  p.  18742 

6.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Young  'to. )  defended  foreign  ad. d  assistance  to  Yugoslavia  a 
being  in  our  national  interest,  pp.  18742-3 


PUBLIC  WORKS.  Sen.  Miller  inserted  a  Wall y^treet  Journal  article  stating  that 
Treasury  Secretary  Dillon  has  'Veliictantlly  conceded  he  doesn't  think  a  new 
Federal  public  works  program  is  needecLrat  this  particular  time,"  and  Sen. 
Miller  contended  that  this  "could\?etl  sound  the  death  knell  of  the  adminis¬ 


tration's  massive  public  works  spenm.ng  program."  p.  18771 


8.  RECESSED  until  Mon. ,  Oct.  21.  p./i878/s 


HOUSE 


9.  COTTON,  Rep.  Weltner  criticized  the  two-prike  cotton  system  and  the  cotton 
support  program  as  not  helping  the  small  cottoto  farmers  and  inserted  various 
charts  comparing  Federat  cotton  program  subsidies  to  the  large  and  small 
cotton  farmers,  pp.  >8804-12  \ 

program 

10.  FEED  GRAINS.  Rep.  Findley  urged  repeal  of  the  feed  gkain^,  claiming  it  has 
been  costly  and  has  accomplished  little,  p.  18831 


11. 


FOREIGN  AID.  Rep.  Fraser  inserted  a  letter  from  several  Representatives 
stating  that>\inexpended  balances  in  the  foreign  aid  prograin  are  not  a  reason 
for  cutting  the  program  since  these  balances  are  already  committed  and  in 
new  projects,  pp.  18798-9 


12. 


/ 


HIGHWAY#.  Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendments  to  H.  R.  7195,  to  aihend  various 
sect^6ns  of  law  relating  to  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems,  including  pro- 
visXons  to  extend  until  June  30,  1965,  the  period  during  which  agreements  may 
be  entered  into  with  $tates  to  control  outdoor  advertising,  and  to  permit 
>tates  to  initiate  development  projects  and  receive  reimbursement  fromnthe 
research  and  development  fund.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

pp.  18801-2 


CREDIT  UNIONS.  Several  Representatives  complimented  the  work  of  the  credit 
unions,  pp.  18813-4 
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ministration.  It  had  substantial  Repub¬ 
lican  support.  It  actually  passed  the 
other  body  with  substantial  Republican 
support.  It  will  be  before  the  Senate. 

I  can  promise  that  it  will  be  before  the 
Senat 

HowNnuch  stronger  will  be  our  posi¬ 
tion,  therefore,  Mr.  President,  if  the 
administration  does  not  retreat,  but 
fights  for  what  it  needs,  for  what  it 
knows  it  neecVs,  for  what  is  right.  The 
administratiorvSshould  stop  looking  over 
its  shoulder  toward  those  who  sit  in 
positions  of  poweKhere,  who  can  affect 
its  other  programs.XThe  administration 
is  not  going  to  get  any  breaks  on  those, 
anyhow.  We  are  dowti  to  the  wire  on 
the  civil  rights  proposition.  We  must 
see  it  through  now.  If  wk  do  not  see  it 
through  we  shall  gravely  ajdanger  our 
country  in  every  aspect  of  national 
life. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor.'' 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
merely  wish  to  make  a  very  brief  stiite- 
ment  regarding  the  discussion  on  ojyil 
rights.  I  have  the  highest  respect  ar 
admiration  for  the  Senator  from  Nev 
York  [Mr.  Javits]  and  know  of  his  dedi¬ 
cation  to  this  fundamental  issue  of 
human  rights.  I  know  of  no  Senator  who 
has  a  greater  commitment  to  it,  but 
I  wish  him  to  know — as  well  as  all  Sena¬ 
tors  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle — that  the 
administration,  the  President  of  the 
United  States  and  the  Attorney  General, 
and  those  un  support  of  the  administra¬ 
tion  are  committed  to  an  effective  pro¬ 
gram  of  civil  rights  legislation  in  this 
session  of  Congress. 

We  want  a  program,  and  not  an  issue. 
We  want  action,  and  not  merely  speeches. 
We  want  legislation  that  will  have  reme¬ 
dial  effects.  None  of  us  could  possibly 
believe  that  we  can  remedy  every  weak¬ 
ness  or  defect  in  one  program,  or  in  one 
bill,  or  in  one  session  of  Congress.  But 
I  wish  to  make  it  crystal  clear  that  the 
administration — and  the  lieutenants  of 
the  administration,  of  which  I  am  one — 
will  see  that  the  Senate  has  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  vote  on  and,  if  I  have  my  way, 
to  pass  an  effective,  meaningful  civil 
rights  program  that  encompasses  every 
issue  that  the  President  laid  out  in  hisy 
message  on  civil  rights. 

It  may  well  be  that  we  cannot  /et 
every  point  that  some  people  wish^mut 
there  will  be  action.  There  will  he  leg¬ 
islation.  I  have  no  doubt  thatVin  the 
years  to  come  there  will  be  opportunity 
to  improve  what  we  accomplish  in  this 
session  of  Congress;  but  ttys  important 
thing,  I  believe,  is  for  balm  Houses  of 
Congress  to  be  able  to  get,  and  to  act 
promptly. 

It  is  imperative  tha^  we  act  in  1963. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mi^h'esident,  will  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JAVTTSyf  I  will  stake  my  right 
arm  that  thj^Senator  from  Minnesota 
is  a  proponent  of  civil  rights,  whatever 
the  Senatmnnay  do  about  this  legislation. 
The  Senator  should  have  no  doubt  about 
that.  Iram  as  convinced  of  that  as  I 
am  about  what  is  in  my  own  heart. 

I  snould  like  to  ask  the  Senator  from 
Mumesota  a  question.  Is  it  not  a  fact, 
filing  as  I  do,  that  it  is  my  duty  to 


speak,  because  I  feel  very  strongly  about 
this  issue?  The  able  Senator  knows  a 
good  deal  about  that.  Does  not  the  Sen¬ 
ator  agree  with  me,  too,  that  it  is  also 
the  duty  of  the  Administration  to  listen? 
It  may  not  act,  but  it  is  its  duty  to  listen? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  from 
New  York  not  only  has  a  duty  to  speak; 
but,  since  for  years  he  has  had  a  com¬ 
mitment  to  this  fundamental  area  of 
human  rights,  of  course  it  is  his  duty, 
his  privilege,  and  his  responsibility  to 
speak — and  he  speaks  clearly  and  un¬ 
equivocally. 

It  is  also  the  duty  of  the  administra¬ 
tion  to  seek  counsel  and  advice.  I  do 
not  consider  the  remarks  of  the  Senator 
from  New  York  today  to  be  in  bad 
temper,  or  to  be  motivated  by  partisan¬ 
ship.  I  wish  him  to  know  that.  I  should 
like  Senators  on  the  Republican  side  of 
the  aisle  to  know  that  we  cannot  pass 
civil  rights  without  their  help;  and, 
therefore,  it  is  imperative  that  we  try  to 
have  as  much  cooperation  as  humanly 
possible  among  us. 

Those  of  us  who  believe  in  the  civil 
rights  program  may  have  our  differ^ 
vences — and  it  is  quite  obvious  there 
>me  differences  on  details — but  we  j^ill 
hskve  to  reconcile  those  differencea^md 
work  them  out  among  ourselves. 

I  ain  not  being  critical  of  the^genator 
from  New  York.  I  merely  wishAhe  Sen¬ 
ator  to  mow  that  when  thisissue  is  be¬ 
fore  the  Slmate  we  must  have  action,  and 
not  merelykanother  futile  effort.  We 
must  make  progress,  \jmether  we  can 
make  as  mucNprogreas  as  the  Senator 
from  New  YorkSoro^ses  may  very  well 
be  doubtful,  but\a<gree  with  him  that 
he  should  state  hJ>case  and  state  it  ef¬ 
fectively.  I  shaUtotsne  my  case  as  best  I 
can.  But  I  would  be  le^s  than  honorable 
with  Senatorj^if  I  did  nAt  say  that  when 
we  get  dowi^o  the  line  we  shall  have  to 
make  a  judgment  as  to  ^hat  we  can 
really  pa^s  in  this  body,  and\ow  we  can 
stand  together  to  support  it. 

I  hawe  no  doubt  that  the  Senator  from 
NewrYork  [Mr.  Javits],  his  colleague 
[Mr.  Keating],  and  the  minority 'Whip, 
[e  Senator  from  California  PMr. 
Iuchel  ]  will  be  in  the  forefront  of  tn^t 
battle. 


PROHIBITION  OF  EMPLOYMENT  IN 
GOVERNMENT  SERVICE  OF  ANY 
EMPLOYEE  OF  PRIVATE  DETEC¬ 
TIVE  AGENCIES 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  pending 
business  be  temporarily  laid  aside  and 
that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  Calendar  No.  423,  S.  1543. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S. 
1543)  to  repeal  that  portion  of  the  act 
of  March  3,  1893,  which  prohibits  the 
employment  in  any  Government  service 
or  by  any  officer  of  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia,  of  any  employee  of  the  Pinkerton 
Detective  Agency  or  any  similar  agency. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 


Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President, 
call  up  the  amendment  No.  223. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  >The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  tf&ge  1, 
after  line  6,  it  is  proposed  to  ijjSert  the 
following  new  section: 

Sec.  2.  Hereafter  no  employ^  of  any  de¬ 
tective  agency  shall  be  emcnoyed  in  any 
Government  service  or  by  £usy  officer  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  for  the  purpose  of  pro¬ 
viding  investigative  services. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN^  Mr.  President, 
when  the  bill  wayreported,  it  had  the 
support  of  the  agencies  of  government 
involved.  All  of  them  approved  it.  A 
question  was  rmsed  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  fronr  Iowa  [Mr.  Miller]  with 
respect  to  Jme  provisions  of  the  bill.  I 
have  diseased  them  with  him,  and  we 
have  ironed  out  the  differences.  The 
amendment  I  now  propose  will  do  what 
everyone  actually  intended  should  be 
done  and  what  we  had  in  mind  at  the 
vory  beginning.  So  far  as  I  know,  there 
no  objection  to  the  bill,  and  I  ask  that 
It  be  passed. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  appreciate  the  con¬ 
sideration  that  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Arkansas  gave  to  my  comments  on 
,the  bill  as  it  originally  came  from  com¬ 
mittee.  I  believe  we  now  have,  in  the 
form  of  the  amendment,  a  better  bill, 
certainly  a  bill  which  meets  the  test  that 
everyone  concerned  wishes  to  have 
established.  I  join  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  in  expressing  the  hope  that  the 
bill  will  pass. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment.  If  there 
be  no  further  amendment  to  be  pro¬ 
posed,  the  question  is  on  the  engrossment 
and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  (S.  1543)  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  was  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
jnerica  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the 
paragraph  immediately  after  the  paragraph 
beating  the  caption  “Lighting  the  Capitol 
and  «3rounds”  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1893 
(27  Snti.  591,  5  U.S.C.  53) ,  is  hereby  repealed. 

Sec.  \  Hereafter  no  employee  of  any 
detective 'agency  shall  be  employed  in  any 
Government  service  or  by  any  officer  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  for  the  purpose  of  pro¬ 
viding  investigative  services. 

The  title  wa\ amended  so  as  to  read: 
“A  bill  to  repeaDtiiat  portion  of  the  Act 
of  March  3,  1893Vwhich  prohibits  the 
employment,  in  anySGovernment  service 
or  by  any  officer  of  thADistrict  of  Colum¬ 
bia,  of  any  employee  qf  the  Pinkerton 
Detective  Agency  or  anjN^imilar  agency, 
and  for  other  purposes.” 


VISIT  TO  WASHINGTON 


TITO 


Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  Presiden\  previ¬ 
ously  I  have  made  several  statements  ex¬ 
pressing  my  belief  that  a  mistakeNJias 
been  made  in  inviting  Tito  to  the  United 
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fates,  and  more  so  in  having  him  as  an 
red  guest  at  the  White  House.  My 
view§  on  that  subject  have  not  changed 
at 

In  riW  judgment,  Tito  has  done  more 
to  spread  communism  throughout  the 
world  thari  has  been  done  by  the  com¬ 
bined  efforts  of  Stalin,  Khrushchev,  and 
Mao.  PeopN  who  are  in  doubt  have 
witnessed  the\ilk-glove  treatment  that 
we  have  given  t&fhe  Communist  govern¬ 
ment  of  Tito.  Knowing  that  he  has  suc¬ 
ceeded,  such  persdns  have  adopted,  in 
many  instances,  thNview  that  if  Tito, 
with  his  communism\can  get  by,  why 
cannot  they,  if  they  >pllow  a  similar 
course? 

Throughout  the  world,  >n  many  na¬ 
tions,  are  Hungarians,  Gennans,  Slov¬ 
enes,  Croatians,  and  Serbiansuvho  have 
fled  from  Yugoslavia.  They  either  had 
to  face  death  there  or  seek  sanctuary  in 
foreign  countries. 

Tito,  when  he  took  over  the  govern 
ment,  indulged  in  political  oppressio 
the  cruelest  kind.  He  put  countless 
pie  to  death  solely  because  of  their  polit 
ical  opposition.  He  put  to  death  General 
Mihialovich.  That  act  is  one  of  the 
blackest  in  history. 

Today  I  look  with  sadness  upon  the 
fact  Tito  is  being  graced  and  favored  in 
the  White  House. 


October  17 


VALIDATION  OP  CERTAIN  RICE 
ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 


The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  joint  resolution  (H.J.  Res.  192) 
relating  to  the  validity  of  certain  rice 
acreage  allotments  for  1962  and  prior 
crop  years. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  House 
Joint  Resolution  192  is  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  The  joint  resolution  is  open  to 
amendment. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  in 
some  States,  rice  acreage  allotments  are 
apportioned  to  farms  on  the  basis  of 
the  rice  history  of  the  producers  on  the 
farm,  rather  than  the  rice  history  of 
the  farm.  In  these  States,  the  Depart¬ 
ment’s  regulations  for  1956  through  1962 
required  that,  in  order  for  a  producer’s 
history  to  count  toward  the  allotment 
for  a  particular  farm,  the  producer  must 
contribute  land,  labor,  water,  or  equip¬ 
ment  to  the  production  of  rice  on  the 
farm  for  a  share  of  the  crop.  In  1962, 
it  was  discovered  in  a  number  of  cases 
that  after  the  allotment  was  properly 
made  to  the  farm,  the  producer  did  not 
actually  contribute  land,  labor,  water, 
or  equipment  for  a  share  of  the  crop. 
Instead  of  performing  or  hiring  the 
labor  and  taking  a  percentage  of  the 
crop,  he  may  have  settled  for  a  flat  pay¬ 
ment  per  acre.  He  may  have  furnished 
equipment  which  was  never  used;  or  he 
may  have  entered  into  a  partnership  to 
carry  out  the  farm  operation  which  was 
defective  in  some  respect  and  did  not 
meet  the  Department’s  regulations.  Out 
of  202  cases  in  Texas  in  which  it  origi¬ 
nally  appeared  to  the  Department  that 
there  might  exist  irregularities  of  this 
nature  affecting  1956  farm  allotments 
the  State  committee  had  cleared  194  as 
of  May  13,  1963.  The  irregularities  are 
of  such  a  technical  nature  that  the  De¬ 


partment  has  little  expectation  of  set¬ 
ting  aside  many  allotments,  and  esti¬ 
mates  that  the  costs  involved  in  seeking 
to  collect  marketing  penalties  would  be 
greater  than  the  amount  of  any  penal¬ 
ties  that  might  be  collected. 

Setting  aside  the  acreage  allotment 
for  any  farm  would  affect  all  of  the 
producers  on  the  farm,  including  those 
that  followed  the  regulations  to  the  let¬ 
ter. 

The  resolution  applies  only  to  allot¬ 
ments  properly  apportioned  from  the 
State  rice  acreage  allotment  and  allo¬ 
cated  to  the  farm  by  the  county  commit¬ 
tee  in  good  faith.  It  would  not  apply  to 
allotments  obtained  by  duplication, 
forgery,  bribery,  intimidation,  or  prac¬ 
tices  which  would  increase  the  acreage 
allotted  in  the  State. 

I  wish  to  have  it  plainly  understood 
that  this  would  not  attempt  to  clear  up 
any  situation  in  which  an  ASC  agent 
acted  in  any  way  in  a  fraudulent  man¬ 
ner. 

I  believe  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Williams]  has  some  questions  he 
wishes  to  ask. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  what  I  wish  to  be  sure  about 
is  that  the  proposal  would  riot  relieve 
the  producer  or  the  county  committee¬ 
man,  the  Government  official,  from  any 
legal  responsibility  in  cases  when  either 
intentionally  violated  the  law. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  The  joint  resolu¬ 
tion  in  no  way  helps  any  agent  of  the 
Government,  the  ASC  agerit,  or  any  per¬ 
son  who  received  any  benefit  through 
that  agent. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  In  June 
of  1962  I  had  occasion  to  call  some  of 
these  violations  to  the  ‘attention  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  and  on  April 
3,  1963,  this  year,  I  received  a  reply, 
which  I  incorporated  in  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  of  April  24.  I  wish 
to  read  that  letter,  and  then  ask 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina  to  fol¬ 
low  me  as  I  read  it  and  state  whether  or 
not  the  joint  resolution  will  excuse  the 
types  of  cases  which  are  described  in  this 
particular  report  furnished  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator,  Mr.  Godfrey. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  I  shall  be  glad  to  try 
to  answer  the  question. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  let¬ 
ter  is  dated  April  3,  1963,  and  is  ad¬ 
dressed  to  me.  It  reads  as  follows: 

This  is  in  further  reference  to  your  letters 
of  June  29,  1962,  and  February  28,  1963,  with 
respect  to  multiple  assignments  of  rice  acre¬ 
age  allotments  in  Matagorda  and  Brazoria 
Counties  in  Texas. 

On  June  3,  1962,  Carl  E.  Lively,  the  Mata¬ 
gorda  ASCS  county  office  manager  died  of 
cancer.  Immediately  thereafter  the  Texas 
State  office  became  aware  of  some  indicated 
rice  allotment  irregularities  in  the  county. 
A  preliminary  investigation  by  State  office 
personnel  pointed  up  several  illegal  trans¬ 
fers  of  producer  rice  allotments  between 
Matagorda  and  Brazoria  Counties.  A  fur¬ 
ther  check  in  Brazoria  County  confirmed 
their  suspicions.  Similar  transfers  appeared 
to  have  taken  place  between  these  and  other 
counties,  Jackson  and  Waller. 

Evidence  indicated  certain  persons  in  the 
county  offices  of  Brazoria,  Matagorda,  Jack- 
son,  and  Waller  Counties  had  accepted 
money  from  producers  for  rice  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  or  for  increases  in  producer  allot¬ 
ments. 


The  services  of  the  Agricultural  Stabiliza¬ 
tion  and  Conservation  Investigation  Divi¬ 
sion,  Office  of  the  Inspector  General;  Agricul¬ 
tural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Internal 
Audit  Division,  Office  pf  the  Inspector  Gen¬ 
eral;  and  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investiga¬ 
tion  were  requested  on  or  about  June  8,  1962, 
to  determine  the  extent  of  the  acreages  and 
personnel  involved.  As  their  findings  were 
disclosed,  certain  actions  were  taken  by  the 
Department. 

When  the  investigations  were  well  under 
way  it  became  apparent  that  the  indicated 
violations  fell  into  the  following  categories: 

A.  Instances  where  a  producer  paid  a 
county  office  employee  annually  over  the  past 
2  or  3  years  a  monetary  fee  per  acre  for  an 
increase  in  his  producer  rice  acreage  allot¬ 
ment.  These  irregularities  appeared  to  be 
confined  to  four  counties.  This  allotment 
acreage  is  usually  duplicated  by  having  been 
allocated  to  two  or  more  farms  and  planted, 
but  in  some  cases  the  producer  allotment 
so  allocated  was  in  the  name  of  a  fictitious 
person. 

B.  Instances  where  two  producers  entered 
into  an  agreement  or  partnership  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  producing  rice  on  a  joint  basis,  al¬ 
though  it  appears  that  one  of  the  producers 
actually  withdrew  from  the  production  of 
rice  and  was  paid  money  at  the  time  by  the 
other  producer  for  the  use  of  his  allotment, 
on  an  annual  or  permanent  basis.  In  either 
instance,  annual  applications  for  allocation 
of  producer  allotments  to  a  farm  were  ap¬ 
proved  on  the  basis  that  both  producers  were 
to  be  “engaged  in  the  production  of  rice”  on 
the  farm.  Effective  with  the  1958  crop  year, 
regulations  have  provided  for  the  recall  of 
any  producer  rice  acreage  allotment  and  a 
reduction  of  the  farm  allotment  upon  a  find¬ 
ing  after  a  scheduled  hearing  before  the  ASC 
county  committee,  that  the  producer  was  not 
“engaged  in  the  production  of  rice”  as  indi¬ 
cated  at  the  time  of  allocating  his  producer 
allotment  to  the  farm. 

Category  A  cases  are  of  a  limited  number; 
category  B  cases  are  numerous  and  affect 
many  producers  directly  and  indirectly.  One 
or  more  years  during  the  period  1958  through 
1962  are  involved  in  each. 


My  question  is.  Does  the  joint  resolu¬ 
tion  relieve  any  of  the  groups  in  those 
two  categories? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  It  relieves  those  in 
the  B  category,  but  does  not  relieve  those 
in  the  A  category. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  In  some 
instances  those  in  category  B  knew  they 
were  filling  a  false  report.  Under  the 
joint  resolution,  if  they  knew  it,  they 
would  not  be  excused. 

Let  me  continue  reading  from  the 
letter: 


However,  subsequent  to  the  initial  action 
taken  by  the  State  committee,  which  resulted 
in  the  recall  or  revocation  of  allotments  in 
the  category  B  cases,  many  of  the  producers 
involved  have  furnished  the  State  committee 
with  evidence  which  substantiated  their 
claim  that  they  were  “engaged  in  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  rice”  in  the  1962  crop  year,  thereby 
clearing  their  operations  for  such  year. 


Those  who  could  produce  evidence  that 
they  were  in  line  have  cleared  them¬ 
selves.  Would  the  Senator  say  that, 
under  the  joint  resolution,  those  who 
could  not  produce  such  evidence  are  ex¬ 
cused? 


Mr.  JOHNSTON.  The  bill  is  intended 
to  relieve  those  in  the  category  B  cases. 
All  of  those  cases  involve  some  technical 
irregularity.  The  allotment  was  prop¬ 
erly  made  on  the  basis  that  the  producer 
would  contribute  land,  labor,  equipment, 
or  water  to  the  production  of  rice  on  the 
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farm  for  a  share  of  the  crop.  For  some 
reason  he  did  not  follow  through  on  this 
to  comply  fully  with  the  regulation. 
He  may  have  taken  a  smaller  share 
of  the  crop  as  a  way  of  paying  for 
the  labor.  He  may  have  taken  a  flat 
payment  per  acre.  He  may  have  thought 
he  was  complying  with  the  regulation,  or 
had  some  doubts,  or  he  may  not  have  in¬ 
tended  to  carry  out  his  declarations  as  to 
his  intentions.  He  may  have  misrepre¬ 
sented  his  intentions,  but  that  is  difficult 
to  determine  or  prove.  The  Department 
has  not  been  able  to  prove  it  in  any  cases 
to  date. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  If  there 
is  any  evidence  to  prove  that  their  acre¬ 
age  was  fraudulently  obtained  or  trans¬ 
ferred,  they  are  not  affected  under  the 
joint  resolution? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  The  Department 
does  not  believe  that  fraud  is  involved, 
or  could  be  proved,  in  any  of  the  category 
B  cases.  It  is  possible  that  there  could 
have  been  some  misrepresentation  of  in¬ 
tent  in  some  of  these  cases,  but  that  is  al¬ 
most  impossible  to  prove.  Many  of  the 
cases  involve  small  amounts.  The  De¬ 
partment  advices  that  the  cost  for  the 
Government  to  bring  those  cases  would 
probably  exceed  any  penalties  that  could 
be  collected.  They  would  not  have  suf¬ 
ficient  evidence  to  prove  the  case. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  If  the 
Government  does  not  have  evidence  to 
prove  the  case,  certainly  it  should  not  be 
bringing  those  cases.  I  am  not  speaking 
of  such  cases,  because  it  seems  to  me  it 
would  be  useless  to  pass  a  measure  tell¬ 
ing  the  Government  not  to  take  a  case 
into  court  if  it  could  not  produce  suffi¬ 
cient  evidence.  I  am  speaking  of  cases 
which  can  be  proved,  and  in  which  the 
evidence  is  clear.  Does  the  joint  resolu¬ 
tion  relieve  any  of  those  cases? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  The  evidence  in 
those  cases  is  not  clear,  as  is  indicated 
by  the  fact  that  the  Government  has 
lost  the  194  cases  that  have  proceeded 
to  completion. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  But  if 
the  Government  feels  it  has  evidence  to 
prove  the  case,  does  the  joint  resolution 
excuse  them?  Is  this  joint  resolution  a 
blanket  excuse  for  category  B  cases, 
without  regard  to  the  evidence  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  may  have  in  its  possession?  I 
am  not  concerned  for  the  moment  with 
cases  in  which  the  Government  does  not 
have  any  evidence  to  prove  the  case,  be¬ 
cause  no  Government  official — he  ought 
to  be  fired  if  he  did — is  going  to  take 
someone  into  court  to  try  to  convict  him 
in  a  case  if  he  does  not  have  proof.  That 
would  be  blackmail.  I  hope  there  is  no 
evidence  that  the  Government  is  trying 
to  do  that.  I  am  speaking  of  cases  in 
which  the  Government  has  evidence 
which,  if  presented  to  the  court,  would 
prove  a  case  of  willful  violation.  Are  we 
excusing  that  type  of  case? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  In  cases  involving 
a  statement  of  intention  concerning  an 
action  to  be  taken,  it  is  difficult  to  deter¬ 
mine  that  there  was  an  actual  willful 
misrepresentation  or  violation.  The 
regulations  were  quite  technical,  requir¬ 
ing  that  the  producer  receive  a  share  of 
the  crop  rather  than  a  flat  payment. 
The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  relieve  the 


producers  of  penalties  which  might  be 
assessed  for  these  technical  violations 
where  they  had  no  intention  of  doing 
wrong.  That  is  the  purpose  of  the  bill, 
but  we  cannot  be  sure  that  one  or  more 
of  these  producers  might  not  actually 
have  had  some  wrongful  type  of  intent. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  No  one 
is  arguing  that  point.  I  would  be  very 
critical  of  the  Government’s  trying  to  go 
into  court  with  a  case  it  knew  it  could 
not  prove.  I  am  speaking  of  cases  the 
Government  thinks  it  can  prove.  Are 
we  excusing  those  cases?  I  would  be 
critical  of  the  Government’s  trying  to 
make  a  case  if  it  did  not  have  evidence. 
I  am  not  speaking  now  of  technical  vio¬ 
lations.  At  times  all  of  us  violate  rules 
without  intention.  I  am  not  speaking  of 
cases  of  that  kind.  I  am  not  speaking 
of  unintentional  violations.  But  is  it 
intended  to  excuse  cases  of  willful  viola¬ 
tion,  when  the  evidence  is  such  that  the 
Government  could  prove  it  in  court  and 
could  present  evidence  to  prove  the  per¬ 
son  was  violating  the  law? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  I  think  the  last 
paragraph  of  the  joint  resolution  an¬ 
swers  the  question.  I  read: 

This  resolution  shall  not  apply  to  any 
producer  rice  allotment  or  any  planted  rice 
acreage  that  has  been  obtained  by  duplica¬ 
tion,  forgery,  bribery,  intimidation,  or  prac¬ 
tices  that  would  result  in  the  total  allotted 
acreage  in  the  State  exceeding  the  State 
acreage  allotment,  less  any  unallocated  re¬ 
serve  acreage. 

The  object  of  the  joint  resolution  is  to 
clean  out  the  few  cases  remaining, 
which  are  mostly  in  California  and 
Texas,  with  a  few  in  Louisiana.  That  is 
about  the  limit.  Perhaps  a  half  dozen 
cases  in  the  other  States  of  the  Union 
could  be  found. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  From 
which  part  of  the  report  has  the  Sena¬ 
tor  been  reading? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  What  I  have  read 
is  not  in  the  report.  I  have  been  read¬ 
ing  from  the  joint  resolution  itself.  The 
language  I  read  appears  at  page  2  of  the 
joint  resolution,  in  the  second  para¬ 
graph. 

I  should  like  to  call  the  Senator’s  at¬ 
tention  to  the  fact  that  it  is  impossible 
to  prove  an  intent  in  a  man’s  mind  un¬ 
less  there  are  some  facts  from  which 
to  draw  the  intent. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  rec¬ 
ognize  that  fact.  I  am  not  asking  the 
Government  to  try  to  prove  something  it 
cannot  prove.  I  thought  I  heard  some¬ 
thing  in  the  last  part  of  the  Senator’s 
statement  as  he  read  it  which  would 
indicate  that  the  provision  did  not  ap¬ 
ply  unless  there  was  an  increase  in  the 
allotment  for  the  county.  I  wonder 
what  that  phrase  was. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  The  last  phrase  is: 

That  would  result  in  the  total  allotted 
acreage  in  the  State  exceeding  the  State 
acreage  allotment,  less  any  unallocated  re¬ 
serve  acreage. 

In  other  words,  it  refers  to  an  increase 
in  the  acreage.  The  resolution  does  not 
apply  to  any  case  which  would  result  in 
an  increase  in  the  total  acreage  allotted. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  do 
not  quite  understand  what  difference  it 
makes  whether  it  increases  the  acreage 


in  a  county  or  decreases  the  acreage  in 
a  county,  if  it  was  fraudulently  obtained. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  If  it  was  fraudu¬ 
lently  obtained,  of  course,  it  cannot  be 
excused,  but  the  Department  has  no 
evidence  that  fraud  was  involved  in  any 
of  the  category  B  cases.  It  could  be  that 
there  was  some,  but  the  Department  has 
not  been  able  to  find  it.  They  could  still 
se^k  to  collect  the  penalties,  since  fraud 
would  not  have  to  be  shown  for  that  pur¬ 
pose.  But  even  there  the  Department 
has  had  no  success,  because  the  cases 
are  so  technical.  The  committee  has 
earnestly  tried  to  give  relief  to  those 
guilty  of  technical  violations  who  have 
had  no  wrongful  intent.  That  is  the 
purpose  of  the  resolution. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  read 
further  from  the  letter: 

Your  inquiry  was  directed  to  category  A 
cases  in  Brazoria  and  Matagorda  counties. 

The  excess  or  unexplained  acreages  in  this 
category  in  Brazoria  County  from  1958 
through  1962,  and  the  illegal  transfers  of 
such  acreages  which  emanated  from  Brazoria 
County,  during  this  period,  are  as  follows : 


1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

90.0 

1,518.7 

271.4 
908.2 

315.5 
110.0 

1,  706.  0 
125.0 
1,019.2 
242.2 
60.0 
166.8 

1,541.1 

2,357.0 

Fort  Bend  -  _ 

427.1 

455.9 

200.  0 
420.6 

Matagorda.. 

146.0 

Waller _ 

639. 1 

1,183.7 

Total _ 

236.0 

3, 123.  8 

3,319.2 

3, 063. 2 

4,161.3 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  The  Senator  is 
reading  about  category  A  cases.  All  of 
those  are  not  excused. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  This  is 
part  of  category  A.  Do  I  clearly  under¬ 
stand  that  these  are  not  excused? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  With 
respect  to  category  B,  when  there  are 
known  and  provable  violations,  again  I 
ask  what  would  happen  in  such  cases? 

I  will  read  the  remainder  of  the  letter. 
Perhaps  the  language  will  clarify  that 
point: 

As  information  became  available,  the  field 
officials  of  the  Department  took  steps  to 
cancel  improper  allocations  in  the  category 
A  cases  and  to  recall  or  revoke  producer 
allotment  allocations  in  the  category  B 
cases  as  provided  for  in  existing  regulations. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  these  violations 
came  to  light  just  prior  to  or  at  the  time  of 
harvest  of  the  1962  crop  of  rice,  administra¬ 
tive  action  was  directed  to  1962  cases  only, 
with  action  on  violations  for  1961  and  prior 
years  to  be  taken  at  the  earliest  practicable 
date. 

On  September  7,  1962,  suit  was  brought 
in  the  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  Southern 
District  of  Texas  against  the  Texas  ASCS 
State  executive  director,  the  ASCS  county 
committees  and  county  office  managers  of 
six  counties  in  Texas  by  seven  Texas  rice 
farmers,  praying  for  a  preliminary  injunction 
to  prevent  the  recall  of  the  allocation  of 
producer  rice  acreage  allotments  to  farms 
and  the  cancellation  or  reduction  of  farm 
acreage  allotments  as  a  result  thereof  and 
asking  also  for  affirmative  relief  to  require 
the  return  or  issuance  of  rice  marketing 
cards  which  had  been  canceled  or  withheld. 
Basis  for  the  suit  was  that  the  Government’s 
regulations  under  which  the  defendants  had 
acted  were  invalid.  The  suit  was  a  class 
action  on  behalf  of  all  farmers  in  Texas  sim- 
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ilarly  situated  and  it  was  sought  to  join  as 
party  defendants  all  other  ASCS  county 
committees  and  county  office  managers  in 
the  Texas  rice-producing  area.  One  plain¬ 
tiff  withdrew  from  the  case  at  the  start  of 
the  trial.  Trial  was  held  on  October  1,  2, 
and  3,  1962,  and  decision  was  rendered  on 
October  5,  1962.  The  court  upheld  the 
regulation  and  ruled  also  that  the  plaintiffs 
should  have  exhausted  their  administrative 
and  judicial  remedies  provided  for  in  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended.  Plaintiffs  appealed  to  the  U.S. 
Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Fifth  Cir¬ 
cuit  and  requested  a  stay  order  pending  the 
appeal  to  prevent  defendants  from  adjusting 
any  more  farm  rice  acreage  allotments. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  entire  letter  be  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture, 
Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service,  Office  of 
the  Administrator, 

Washington  DC.,  April  3,  1963. 
Hon.  John  J.  Williams, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D  C. 

Dear  Senator  Williams  :  This  is  in  further 
reference  to  your  letters  of  June  29,  1962, 
and  February  28,  1963,  with  respect  to  multi¬ 
ple  assignments  of  rice  acreage  allotments 
in  Matagorda  and  Brazoria  Counties  in  Texas. 

On  June  3,  1962,  Carl  E.  Lively,  the  Mata¬ 
gorda  ASCS  County  office  manager  died  of 
cancer.  Immediately  thereafter  the  Texas 
State  Office  became  aware  of  some  indicated 
rice  allotment  irregularities  in  the  county. 
A  preliminary  investigation  by  State  office 
personnel  pointed  up  several  illegal  transfers 
of  producer  rice  allotments  between  Mata¬ 
gorda  and  Brazoria  Counties.  A  further 
check  in  Brazoria  County  confirmed  their 
suspicions.  Similar  transfers  appeared  to 
have  taken  place  between  these  and  other 
counties',  Jackson  and  Waller. 

Evidence  indicated  certain  persons  in  the 
county  offices  of  Brazoria,  Matagorda,  Jack- 
son,  and  Waller  Counties  had  accepted  money 
from  producers  for  rice  acreage  allotments 
or  for  increases  in  producer  allotments. 

The  services  of  the  Agricultural  Stabiliza¬ 
tion  and  Conservation  Investigation  Division, 
Office  of  the  Inspector  General;  Agricultural 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  Internal 
Audit  Division,  Office  of  the  Inspector  Gen¬ 
eral;  and  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation 
were  requested  on  or  about  June  8,  1962,  to 
determine  the  extent  of  the  acreages  and 
personnel  involved.  As  their  findings  were 
disclosed,  certain  actions  were  taken  by  the 
Department. 

When  the  investigations  were  well  under 
way  it  became  apparent  that  the  indicated 
violations  fell  into  the  following  categories: 

A.  Instances  where  a  producer  paid  a 
county  office  employee  annually  over  the  past 
2  or  3  years  a  monetary  fee  per  acre  for  an 
increase  in  his  producer  rice  acreage  allot¬ 
ment.  These  irregularities  appeared  to  be 
confined  to  four  counties.  This  allotment 
acreage  is  usually  duplicated  by  having  been 
allocated  to  two  or  more  farms  and  planted, 
but  in  some  cases  the  producer  allotment  so 
allocated  was  in  the  name  of  a  fictitious 
person. 

B.  Instances  where  two  producers  entered 
into  an  agreement  or  partnership  for  the 
purpose  of  producing  rice  on  a  joint  basis, 
although  it  appears  that  one  of  the  produc¬ 
ers  actually  withdrew  from  the  production 
of  rice  and  was  paid  money  at  the  time  by 
the  other  producer  for  the  use  of  his  allot¬ 
ment,  on  an  annual  or  permanent  basis.  In 
either  instance,  annual  applications  for  al¬ 
location  of  producer  allotments  to  a  farm 
were  approved  on  the  basis  that  both  pro¬ 


ducers  were  to  be  “engaged  in  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  rice”  on  the  farm.  Effective  With  the 
1968  crop  year,  regulations  have  provided 
for  the  recall  of  any  producer  rice  acreage 
allotment  and  a  reduction  of  the  farm  allot¬ 
ment  upon  a  finding  after  a  scheduled  hear¬ 
ing  before  the  ASC  county  committee,  that 
the  producer  was  not  “engaged  in  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  rice”  as  indicated  at  the  time  of 
allocating  his  producer  allotment  to  the 
farm. 

Category  A  cases  are  of  a  limited  number; 
category  B  cases  are  numerous  and  affect 
many  producers  directly  and  indirectly.  One 
or  more  years  during  the  period  1958  through 
1962  are  involved  in  each.  However,  subse¬ 
quent  to  the  initial  action  taken  by  the  State 
committee,  which  resulted  in  the  recall  or 
revocation  of  allotments  in  the  category  B 
cases,  many  of  the  producers  involved  have 
furnished  the  State  committee  with  evidence 
which  substantiated  their  claim  that  they 
were  “engaged  in  the  production  of  rice”  in 
the  1962  crop  year,  thereby  clearing  their 
operations  for  such  year. 

Your  inquiry  was  directed  to  category  A 
cases  in  Brazoria  and  Matagorda  Counties. 

The  excess  or  unexplained  acreages  in  this 
category  in  Brazoria  County  from  1958 
through  1962,  and  the  illegal  transfers  of 
such  acreages  which  emanated  from  Brazoria 
County,  during  this  period,  are  as  follows: 


1958 

1959 

1900 

1961 

1962 

Brazoria _ 

Fort  Bend.. 

90.0 

1,  518.  7 

271.4 
908. 2 

315.5 
110.0 

1,  706. 0 
125.0 
1,019.2 
242.2 
60.0 
166.8 

1,  541. 1 

2,357.0 

Jackson.  ... 

427.1 

455.9 

200.0 

420.0 

Matagorda.. 
Victoria _ 

14C.0 

Waller _ _ 

639.1 

1,183.7 

Total.. 

236.0 

3, 123.8 

3,319.2 

3, 063. 2 

4, 161.3 

As  information  became  available,  the  field 
officials  of  the  Department,  took  steps  to 
cancel  improper  allocations  in  the  category 
A  cases  and  to  recall  or  revoke  producer  allot¬ 
ment  allocations  in  the  category  B  cases  as 
provided  for  in  existing  regulations. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  these  violations 
came  to  light  just  prior  to  or  at  the  time 
of  harvest  of  the  1962  crop  of  rice,  adminis¬ 
trative  action  was  directed  to  1962  cases  only, 
with  action  on  violations  for  1961  and  prior 
years  to  be  taken  at  the  earliest  practicable 
date. 

On  September  7,  1962,  suit  was  brought  in 
the  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  Southern  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Texas  against  the  Texas  ASCS  State 
executive  director,  the  ASCS  county  commit¬ 
tees  and  county  office  managers  of  six  coun¬ 
ties  in  Texas  by  seven  Texas  rice  farmers, 
praying  for  a  preliminary  injunction  to  pre¬ 
vent  the  recall  of  the  allocation  of  producer 
rice  acreage  allotments  to  farms  and  the  can¬ 
cellation  or  reduction  of  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  as  a  result  thereof  and  asking  also  for 
affirmative  relief  to  require  the  return  or 
issuance  of  rice  marketing  cards  which  had 
been  canceled  or  withheld.  Basis  for  the 
suit  was  that  the  Government’s  regulations 
under  which  the  defendants  had  acted  were 
invalid.  The  suit  was  a  class  action  on 
behalf  of  all  farmers  in  Texas  similarly  situ¬ 
ated  and  it  was  sought  to  join  as  party  de¬ 
fendants  all  other  ASCS  county  committees 
and  county  office  managers  in  the  Texas  rice- 
producing  area.  One  plaintiff  withdrew  from 
the  case  at  the  start  of  the  trial.  Trial  was 
held  on  October  1,  2,  and  3,  1962,  and  decision 
was  rendered  on  October  5,  1962.  The  court 
upheld  the  regulation  and  ruled  also  that  the 
plaintiffs  should  have  exhausted  their  ad¬ 
ministrative  and  judicial  remedies  provided 
for  in  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended.  Plaintiffs  appealed  to  the 
U.S.  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Fifth 
Circuit  and  requested  a  stay  order  pending 
the  appeal  to  prevent  defendants  from  ad- 
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justing  any  more  farm  rice  acreage  allot¬ 
ments.  The  stay  order  was  granted.  Argu¬ 
ments  before  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals 
for  the  Fifth  Circuit  were  heard  on  February 
21,  1963,  but  to  date  no  decision  has  been 
handed  down.  At  the  close  of  the  argument, 
motion  was  filed  by  counsel  for  plaintiffs 
seeking  withdrawal  from  the  action  by  three 
of  the  remaining  plaintiffs. 

The  stay  order  has  been  in  effect  since 
October  15,  1962,  and  the  Department  has 
been  precluded  by  reason  thereof  from  taking 
administrative  action  leading  to  the  recall  or 
revocation  of  the  rice  acreage  allotment  in 
any  case  in  which  action  had  not  already 
been  taken  at  the  time  the  stay  order  was 
issued. 

Practically  all  farmers  whose  allotments 
were  reduced  or  canceled  before  the  stay 
order  was  issued  have  availed  themselves  of 
the  opportunity  to  apply  for  a  review  of  the 
administrative  action  before  a  review  com¬ 
mittee,  as  provided  for  in  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938.  Many  hearings  be¬ 
fore  review  committees  were  scheduled,  but 
most  were  postponed  or  continued  at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  farmers  pending  the  outcome  of 
the  court  action. 

However,  six  category  A  cases  were  heard 
by  the  review  committee  for  Matagorda 
County  and  three  category  B  cases  were 
heard  by  the  review  committee  for  Chambers 
County.  In  each  case,  the  review  committee 
found  for  the  farmer.  The  Matagorda  County 
cases  were  reopened  on  behalf  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture,  but  the  review  commit¬ 
tee  affirmed  the  prior  determinations. 

If  the  decision  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Ap¬ 
peals  for  the  Fifth  Circuit  is  favorable  to  the 
Government,  further  administrative  and  re¬ 
view  committee  action  will  be  taken  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  applicable  regulations.  If  the 
decision  is  unfavorable,  no  such  action  can 
be  taken  and  any  prior  action  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  under  the  regulations  would  likely  have 
been  invalidated. 

We  are  informed  by  the  Criminal  Division, 
Department  of  Justice,  that  as  a  result  of  the 
investigations,  criminal  indictments  have 
been  obtained  against  Victor  M.  Dziewas, 
farmer  fieldman,  district  13,  Texas  ASCS 
State  Office,  David  C.  Stephens,  Brazoria 
ASCS  County  office  manager,  Tacitus  Thorn¬ 
hill,  Waller  ASCS  County  office  manager, 
J.  W.  Killough,  Jr.,  farmer,  Brazoria  County! 
Lawrence  G.  Newman,  and  (Mr.)  Pearl  Bel- 
lard.  The  latter  two  men  posed  as  farmers 
from  Brazoria  County,  but  actually  were  not 
engaged  in  farming.  Carl  E.  Lively,  former 
Matagorda  ASCS  County  office  manager,  and 
Norman  E.  Scaff,  former  Jackson  ASCS 
County  office  manager,  who  were  involved  in 
the  investigations,  are  deceased.  Dziewas 
has  pleaded  guilty,  but  has  not  been  sen¬ 
tenced  pending  trial  of  Stephens,  who  has 
pleaded  not  guilty.  Thornhill  originally 
pleaded  guilty  and  was  sentenced  to  2  years 
in  prison  and  fined  $30,000;  he  later  had  a 
nervous  breakdown,  his  guilty  plea  was  with¬ 
drawn  and  a  not  guilty  plea  entered  for  him, 
a  motion  was  filed  to  test  his  competency, 
and  he  is  now  in  a  hospital  undergoing  treat¬ 
ment.  Killough  pleaded  guilty,  but  has  not 
been  sentenced,  pending  trial  of  Stephens. 
Newman  pleaded  guilty  and  was  given  a  2- 
year  sentence,  which  was  suspended,  and 
fined  $1,500.  Bellard  has  pleaded  not  guilty 
and  will  be  tried  with  Stephens.  It  is  ex¬ 
pected  that  the  trial  of  Stephens  and  Bel¬ 
lard  will  be  held  during  the  summer  months, 
although  no  date  has  been  set. 

As  it  became  known  that  employees  of  the 
Department  were  involved  in  illegal  trans¬ 
fers  of  rice  allotments,  appropriate  person¬ 
nel  actions  were  initiated.  As  a  result,  all 
the  persons  indicted  who  were  employees 
of  the  Department  were  removed  from  office. 
Many  others  who,  although  not  considered 
to  have  violated  any  criminal  statute,  were 
considered  to  have  been  guilty  of  conduct 
incompatible  with  their  continued  employ- 
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ment.  and  were  removed  from  office  or  their 
employment  was  terminated.  These  include 
three  county  committeemen,  one  alternate 
county  committeeman,  one  county  office 
clerk,  one  performance  supervisor,  two  per¬ 
formance  reporters,  two  community  commit¬ 
teemen,  and  two  alternate  community  com¬ 
mitteemen.  One  review  committeeman  was 
not  reappointed  when  his  term  of  office  ex¬ 
pired.  Three  county  committeemen  and 
four  community  committeemen  were  per¬ 
mitted  to  serve  out  their  terms  of  office.  In 
addition,  resignations  were  accepted  from 
one  State  committeeman,  one  community 
committeeman,  and  one  county  office  clerk. 

Personnel  actions  in  the  cases  of  certain 
persons  holding  minor  offices  or  positions 
have  been  withheld  pending  the  holding  of 
review  hearings  which  have  been  initiated 
by  such  persons,  and/or  the  results  of  fur¬ 
ther  investigation  currently  in  progress.  Ad¬ 
ditional  personnel  actions  of  the  types  indi¬ 
cated  above  are  currently  underway  and  it 
is  contemplated  that  others  may  be  forth¬ 
coming. 

If  we  can  furnish  you  any  additional  in¬ 
formation,  we  shall  be  glad  to  do  so. 

Sincerely  yours, 

H.  D.  Godfrey, 

Administrator. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Would 
the  joint  resolution  affect  any  of  the 
cases  that  are  brought  into  court? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  All  of  category  B 
cases  are  exempt.  The  Government  has 
found  that  cases  in  that  classification 
are  cases  which  it  cannot  prove,  or  in 
connection  with  which  it  cannot  find  a 
wrongful  intent. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  If  the 
Government  does  not  feel  it  can  prove 
a  case,  why  does  not  the  Government 
drop  the  case?  Is  it  necessary  to  have 
Congress  tell  the  Government  not  to 
prosecute  a  man  against  whom  it  does 
not  have  sufficient  evidence?  We  should 
not  have  to  tell  the  Government  not  to 
prosecute  a  case  which  the  Government 
cannot  prove. 

If  the  provision  goes  beyond  that,  I 
want  to  know  to  what  extent  it  goes.  I 
would  be  surprised  to  hear  that  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  would  try  to 
harass  farmers  with  suits  the  Depart¬ 
ment  cannot  prove. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  The  Department 
has  not  been  able  to  collect  penalties  in 
these  cases  against  the  farmers  them¬ 
selves.  The  Department  has  cases  pend¬ 
ing  with  regard  to  those  who  probably 
have  committed  some  wrong.  Those 
cases  would  not  be  excused. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Does  it 
affect  in  any  way  the  status  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  case  against  an  employee  of 
the  United  States? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Not  at  all. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  does 
not  affect  such  a  case  in  any  degree? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  No. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Does  the 
Senator  have  assurance  that  it  does  not 
affect  in  any  way  the  right  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  prosecute  any  employee  of 
the  Government? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  The  joint  resolution 
does  not  affect  suits  against  such  em¬ 
ployees  in  any  way. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  In  no 
way  at  all? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  In  no  way  at  all. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  af¬ 
fects  only  those  in  category  B? 


Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Where  it  appears 
that  some  wrong  has  been  committed  but 
where  the  person  involved  did  not  know 
he  was  committing  any  wrong. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Only  the 
type  of  case  in  which  a  regulation  has 
been  violated  unknowningly? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Where  there  has 
been  a  technical  violation.  It  involves 
cases  in  which  a  person  did  not  have  a 
clear  understanding  of  the  fact  that  he 
was  doing  something  wrong,  or  he  was 
doing  something  wrong  without  any  in¬ 
tention  to  do  wrong.  We  do  not  believe 
any  clear,  willful  violations  are  involved. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  With 
the  assurance  that  the  joint  resolution 
does  not  go  beyond  that  point,  I  will  not 
object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
joint  resolution  is  open  to  amendment. 
If  there  be  no  amendment  to  be  pro 
posed,  the  question  is  on  the  third  read¬ 
ing  and  passage  of  the  joint  resolution. 

The  joint  resolution  (H.J.  Res.  192) 
was  ordered  to  a  third  reading,  was  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  reconsider  the 
vote  by  which  the  joint  resolution  was 
passed 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 
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AMENDMEI 

LAMATION 


OF  THE/SMALL  REC- 
tOJECTS  ACT  OF  1956 


Mr.  MOSS.  B^r.  president,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  prS/eed  to  the  consider¬ 
ation  of  Calendar/\V  458,  S.  283. 

The  PRESipiNGX  OFFICER.  The 
bill  will  be  statpu  by  title 

The  Chiet/Clerk.  A  !jll  (S.  283)  to 
amend  the/Small  Reclamation  Projects 
Act  of  19J 

The  /^RESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Utah. 

Le  motion  was  agreed  to;  an?k  the 
S^fiate  proceeded  to  consider  the  \ill, 
'hich  had  been  reported  from  the  CoiV- 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
with  amendments  on  page  1,  at  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  line  6,  to  insert  “(a)  on  page 
2,  line  6,  after  the  word  “of”,  to  strike 
out  “$7,500,000”  and  insert  “$5,000,000”; 
in  line  9,  after  the  word  “of”,  to  strike 
out  “$7,500,000”  and  insert  “$5,000,000”; 
at  the  beginning  of  line  18,  to  insert 
“(b)”;  on  page  3,  at  the  beginning  of 
fine  15,  to  insert  “(c)”;  at  the  beginning 
of  line  20,  to  insert  “(d)”;  on  page  4,  at 
the  beginning  of  fine  1,  to  insert  “(e)”; 
at  the  beginning  of  line  9,  to  insert 
“(f)”;  at  the  beginning  of  line  12,  to 
insert  “(g)  ”;  on  page  5,  at  the  beginning 
of  line  10,  to  insert  “(h)”;  in  line  25, 
after  the  word  “Secretary”,  to  strike  out 
“If  a  loan  has  been  made  by  another 
Federal  agency  for  this  purpose  on  a 
project  approved  for  a  construction  loan 
under  this  Act,  the  Secretary  may  pro¬ 
vide  from  construction  funds  the  full 
amount  necessary  to  repay  that  loan  and 
that  amount  shall  be  repaid  as  a  part  of 
the  construction  loan  under  this  Act.” 
and  insert  “If  a  loan  or  advance  of  funds 
has  been  made  by  another  Federal  agen¬ 


cy  for  planning  with  respect  to  a  proj§ 
theretofore  or  subsequently  apprc 
a  construction  loan  under  this  AcjT  the 
Secretary  may  provide  from 
tion  funds  the  full  amount  necafsary  to 
repay  that  loan  or  advance  of  Sunds  and 
such  amount  shall  be  includes  as  a  part 
of  the  construction  loan  undpr  this  Act.”; 
on  page  6,  at  the  beginning  of  line  12, 
to  insert  “  (i)  ” ;  at  the  beginning  of  line 
14,  to  insert  “(j)  ”;  aft^r  line  19,  to  strike 
out: 

Sec.  10.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
perform  any  and  alh^icts  and  to  make  such 
rules  and  regulat^ns  as  may  be  necessary 
or  proper  in  canning  out  the  provisions  of 
this  Act. 

At  the  beginning  of  line  23,  to  insert 
“(k)”;  on  /(age  7,  after  line  14,  to  strike 
out: 

Sec.  TJf.  This  Act  shall  be  a  supplement  to 
the  Federal  reclamation  laws  and  may  be 
citedi&s  the  Small  Reclamation  Projects  Act 
of  1056. 

'And,  after  line  17,  to  strike  out: 

Sec.  13.  If  any  provision  of  this  Act  or  the 
application  of  such  provision  to  any  person, 
organization,  or  circumstance  shall  be  held 
invalid,  the  remainder  of  the  Act  and  the 
application  of  such  provision  to  persons, 
organizations,  or  circumstances  other  than 
those  as  to  which  it  is  held  invalid  shall  not 
be  affected  thereby. 

So  as  to  make  the  bill  read: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the 
Small  Reclamation  Projects  Act  of  1956  (70 
Stat.  1044,  as  amended  by  71  Stat.  48  and  49) 
is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  subsection  (d)  of  section  2  to 
read  as  follows : 

“(d)  The  term  ‘project’  shall  mean  (i)  any 
complete  irrigation  undertaking  including 
incidental  features  thereof,  or  distinct  unit 
of  such  an  undertaking  or  a  rehabilitation 
and  betterment  program  for  an  existing  irri¬ 
gation  project,  authorized  to  be  constructed 
pursuant  to  the  Federal  reclamation  laws 
and  (ii)  any  similar  undertaking  proposed 
to  be  constructed  by  an  organization.  The 
term  ‘project’  shall  not  include  any  such  un¬ 
dertaking,  unit,  or  program  the  cost  of  which 
exceeds  $10,000,000:  Provided,  That  no  loan 
or  grant  or  combination  thereof  in  excess  of 
$5,000,000  will  be  made:  Provided  further. 
That  nothing  contained  in  this  definition 
jhall  preclude  the  making  of  a  grant  not  in 
tcess  of  $5,000,000  in  accordance  with  the 
pnwisions  of  sections  4  and  5  of  this  Act,  to 
organizations  whose  proposed  projects  qualify 
for  the  same  but  which  are  not  applicants 
for  a  loan  under  this  Act:  And  provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  nothing  contained  in  this  Act 
shall  preclude  the  making  of  more  than  one 
loan  or  graltf;,  or  combined  loan  and  grant, 
to  an  organisation  so  long  as  no  two  such 
loans  or  grantXor  combinations  thereof,  are 
for  the  same  project,  as  herein  defined.’’ 

(b)  Amend  subjection  (a)  of  section  4  to 
read  as  follows : 

“(a)  Any  proposal  >uth  respect  to  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  project  wihich  has  not  thereto¬ 
fore  been  authorized  forSxonstruction  under 
the  Federal  reclamation  laws  shall  set  forth, 
among  other  things,  a  plan  and  estimated 
cost  in  detail  adequate  to  prdifide  a  clear  un¬ 
derstanding  of  the  project,  ^^demonstrate 
that  it  is  financially  feasible,  ai^d  to  define 
the  maximum  amount  of  the  Joan;  shall 
have  been  submitted  for  review  by  She  States 
of  the  drainage  basin  in  which  the  project  is 
located  in  like  manner  as  provided  iK  sub¬ 
section  (c),  section  1  of  the  Act  of  Decem¬ 
ber  22,  1944  (58  Stat.  887),  except  that^toe 
review  may  be  limited  to  the  State  or  Staw~ 
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which  the  project  is  located  if  the  pro- 
pdKil  is  one  solely  for  rehabilitation  and 
betterment  of  an  existing  project;  and  shall 
include  a  proposed  allocation  of  capital  costs 
to  functions  such  that  costs  for  facilities 
used  foiSa  single  purpose  shall  be  allocated  to 
that  purpose  and  costs  for  facilities  used  for 
more  thanNone  purpose  shall  be  so  allocated 
among  the  purposes  served  that  each  pur¬ 
pose  will  sharVequitably  in  the  costs  of  such 
joint  facilities.’' 

(c)  Amend  sufieection  (b)  of  section  4  by 
striking  out  the  w>rd  “construction”  from 
the  phrase  which  reads  “and  willing  to 
finance  otherwise  tram  by  loan  and  grant 
under  this  Act  such  potion  of  the  cost  of 
construction”  and  inserlNin  lieu  thereof  “the 
project”. 

(d)  Amend  subsection  (TU,  section  4,  by 
adding  at  the  end  of  the  firSl  sentence  the 
following:  “Provided,  That  anAappropriation 
may  be  made  before  the  end  pf  said  sixty 
days  if  both  House  and  SenateNcommittee 
shall  have  earlier  approved  the  proposal  by 
committee  resolution.” 

(e)  Amend  subsection  (a)  of  sectic^i  5  to 
read  as  follows: 

“(a)  The  maximum  amount  of  any  U^an 
to  be  made  to  the  organization  and  tB 
time  and  method  of  making  the  same  availa5 
ble  to  the  organization.  Said  loan  shall  not ' 
exceed  the  estimated  total  cost  of  the  proj¬ 
ect  minus  the  contribution  of  the  local  orga¬ 
nization  as  provided  in  section  4(b)  and 
the  amount  of  the  grant  approved.” 

(f)  Amend  subsection  (b)  of  section  5 
by  inserting  in  the  second  sentence  after 
the  words  "said  grant”  and  before  the  words 
“shall  not  exceed”  the  following:  “may 
equal  but”. 

(g)  Amend  subsection  (c)  of  section  5  to 
read  as  follows : 

“(c)  A  plan  of  repayment  by  the  orga¬ 
nization  of  (1)  the  sums  lent  to  it  in  not 
more  than  fifty  years  from  the  date  when  the 
principal  benefits  of  the  project  first  be¬ 
come  available;  (2)  interest,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  as  of 
the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  in  which 
the  contract  is  executed,  on  the  basis  of  the 
computed  average  interest  rate  payable  by 
the  Treasury  upon  its  outstanding  market¬ 
able  public  obligations,  which  are  neither 
due  nor  callable  for  redemption  for  fifteen 
years  from  date  of  issue,  and  by  adjusting 
such  average  rate  to  the  nearest  one-eighth 
of  1  per  centum  at  the  beginning  of  the 
fiscal  year  preceding  the  date  on  which 
the  contract  is  executed,  on  that  portion  of 
the  loan  which  is  attributable  to  furnish¬ 
ing  water  service  or  facilities  to  land  held 
in  private  ownership  in  each  year  by  any 
one  owner  in  excess  of  one  hundred  andi 
sixty  irrigable  acres;  and  (3)  in  the  cas 
of  any  project  involving  an  allocation  Ao 
domestic,  industrial,  or  municipal  w/ ter 
supply,  or  commercial  power,  interest  m  the 
unamortized  balance  of  an  appropriate  por¬ 
tion  of  the  loan  as  a  rate  as  deternHined  in 
(2)  above:  Provided,  That  interact  as  de¬ 
termined  herein  shall  apply  to  Jk> ans  made 
heretofore  under  this  Act;”. 

(h)  Add,  as  a  new  sectioijf  section  8,  to 
read  as  follows : 

“Sec.  8.  If  he  determinaf  that  it  is  justi- 
■  fled,  the  Secretary  may  ^fvance  to  an  orga¬ 
nization,  eligible  for  a  Joan  under  this  Act, 
funds  up  to  half  th«r  amount  required  to 
undertake  project  investigations,  to  prepare 
the  loan  applications,  and  to  do  other  work 
necessary  to  obtaining  of  a  construction 
loan,  the  fundjf  so  advanced  to  become  a 
part  of  the  l<ym  and  grant  or  combination 
thereof;  to  ha  repaid  as  provided  in  section 
5  of  this  Jrct,  if  not  otherwise  repaid.  If 
no  loan  tuffder  this  Act  is  made  to  the  orga- 
nizatiom^md  no  construction  (whether  or 
not  financed  under  this  Act)  is  performed 
as  a  jfsult  of  such  investigations  or  studies, 
sucJf  funds  advanced  may  be  nonreimbursa¬ 
ble  Fu 
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unds  for  this  purpose  shall  not  be 


advanced  until  the  local  organization  has 
presented  its  program  for  these  activities 
for  approval  by  the  Secretary. 

If  a  loan  or  advance  of  funds  has  been 
made  by  another  Federal  agency  for  plan¬ 
ning  with  respect  to  a  project  theretofore  or 
subsequently  approved  for  a  construction 
loan  under  this  Act,  the  Secretary  may  pro¬ 
vide  from  construction  funds  the  full 
amount  necessary  to  repay  that  loan  or  ad¬ 
vance  of  funds  and  such  amount  shall  be 
included  as  a  part  of  the  construction  loan 
under  this  Act.” 

(i)  Renumber  existing  sections  “8,”  “9,” 
“10,”  and  “11,”  as  sections  “9,”  “10,”  “11,” 
“12,”  and  “13,”  respectively. 

(j)  Amend  section  9,  formerly  section  8, 
to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  9.  The  planning  and  construction  of 
projects  undertaken  pursuant  to  this  Act 
shall  be  subject  to  all  procedural  require¬ 
ments  and  other  provisions  of  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Coordination  Act.” 

(k)  Amend  section  11,  formerly  section  10, 
to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  11.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated,  such  sums  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary,  but  not  to  exceed  $200,000,000  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  this  limit 
to  be  extended  by  the  amounts  of  repay- 
lent  of  principal  received  from  loans  and 
le  amount  of  nonreimbursable  expendi¬ 
tures  under  this  Act:  Provided,  That  th^ 
Sec^tary  shall  advise  the  Congress  prompt 
ly  onethe  receipt  of  each  proposal  refeijted 
to  in  \ection  3,  and  no  contract,  excenv  as 
may  beViecessary  under  section  8,  shafi  be¬ 
come  effective  until  appropriated  funds  are 
available  Tfa  initiate  the  specific  Xjroposal 
covered  by  each  contract.  All  such  appro¬ 
priations  shaX'  remain  availably  until  ex¬ 
pended  and  shall,  insofar  as  Jmey  are  used 
to  finance  loans  naade  underymis  Act,  be  re¬ 
imbursable  in  the \jianner yfereinabove  pro¬ 
vided.” 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  ^ffesident,  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  bill  is  fc\xtend  one  of  the 
most  successful  pocgrame  undertaken  by 
the  Bureau  of  RrclamatiW  The  Small 
Reclamation  Rejects  Act  otf  1956  estab¬ 
lished  a  program  under  w\ch  certain 
types  of  oraanizations,  both  pidvate  and 
public,  coj^d  obtain  loans  for  sHiall  rec¬ 
lamations projects  and  grants  fob  those 
portions  of  the  projects  that  are  nonre¬ 
imbursable  as  a  matter  of  national 
pol^y. 

.he  present  limit  on  the  amount  thi 
lay  be  loaned  is  $5  million  with  an  over-'’ 
rall  limitation  of  $10  million,  the  balance 
being  supplied  by  the  local  entity  that 
applies  for  a  loan  to  construct  or  re¬ 
habilitate  a  project  whose  purpose  is  pri¬ 
marily  for  irrigation.  Actually,  the  pro¬ 
gram  to  date  has  been  largely  for  re¬ 
habilitation  and  betterment  of  small 
existing  irrigation  district  works,  im¬ 
proving  distribution  systems,  providing 
drainage,  and  other  matters  related  to 
the  better  use  of  land  and  water. 

The  projects  are  constructed  by  the  lo¬ 
cal  agency  which  is  responsible  for  plan¬ 
ning,  building,  operating,  and  maintain¬ 
ing  the  system.  The  Bureau  of  Recla¬ 
mation  examines  the  plans  to  determine 
whether  the  project  can  accomplish  its 
purpose  and  will  provide  for  the  repay¬ 
ment  of  the  loan. 

The  program  has  demonstrated  that 
through  real  cooperation,  very  favorable 
results  can  be  obtained  by  joining  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Reclamation  know-how  with  the 
advantages  of  local  administration. 

The  proposed  amendments  to  the  orig¬ 
inal  act  would  increase  the  authorized 


amount  from  $100  million  to  $200  mil¬ 
lion.  The  original  authorization  has  been> 
practically  exhausted  and  if  the  prc 
gram  is  to  continue,  as  we  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  feel  it  should,  the  increase  iiynu- 
thorization  is  a  must. 

A  second  amendment  relates  Ao  and 
defines  more  specifically  the  ainount  of 
detail  to  be  included  in  the  application 
for  a  loan. 

Under  the  present  act  Urfe  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  cannot  make  funds 
available  for  construction  of  an  approved 
project  until  the  proposal  has  been  be¬ 
fore  the  Interior  stod  Insular  Affairs 
Committees  of  the^Senate  and  the  House 
for  60  days,  and/then  only  if  a  resolu¬ 
tion  of  disapproval  js  not  adopted  by 
either  commmee  during  this  time.  An 
amendmentowould  permit  this  require-' 
ment  to  bornypassed  if  a  favorable  reso¬ 
lution  oy  the  project  was  adopted  by 
both  committees. 

Anmher  amendment  would  provide 
thay  for  those  portions  of  the  project 
tlya  require  interest,  the  rate  to  be 
larged  would  be  in  conformity  with  the 
Criteria  established  by  the  Water  Supply 
Act  of  1958,  the  formula  that  now  con¬ 
trols  in  all  water  projects  including 
those  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior, 
the  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

Based  on  current  average  prices  on 
.Government  securities,  which  are  neither 
due  nor  callable  for  redemption  for  15 
years,  the  bill  would  reduce  interest  costs 
on  projects  started  after  its  passage  by 
slightly  less  than  1  percent.  This  pro¬ 
vision  would  be  retroactive  and  would 
thus  save  money  for  present  projects  as 
well  as  for  future  ones. 

These  are  the  proposals  of  the  spon¬ 
sors  and  the  decision  of  the  committee. 
We  of  the  West  believe  that  the  program 
is  a  good  one  and  should  continue.  We 
are  satisfied  that  the  experience  of  the 
past  6  years  indicate  that  the  matters 
proposed  here  will  make  for  better  pro¬ 
cedures  and  establish  further  guidelines 
for  the  implementation  of  a  program 
that  is  designed  to  help  the  small  organi¬ 
zations  in  solving  their  own  problems  at 
ithe  local  level.  I  know  that  this  is  true 
my  own  State  of  Utah  where  at  least 
nftae  different  agencies  have  either  com¬ 
plete!  their  projects,  have  them  under 
constriction,  or  are  in  the  process  of 
completing  application.  I  am  sure  that 
the  recoSd  will  show  that  the  same  is  true 
in  the  ot^r  States  in  the  West  where 
the  prograna  has  been  utilized. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimouV  consent  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendments  be  agreed  to  en  bloc, 
and  that  the  bilXas  thus  amended  be 
considered  original\ext  for  the  purpose 
of  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  O^PICER.  Without 
objection,  the  commit!^  amendments 
will  be  agreed  to  en  bloc,  jmd  the  bill  as 
thus  amended  will  be  considered  as  orig¬ 
inal  text  for  the  purpose  of  Amendment. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  Presid^tt,  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment  ancr^sk  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  V?he 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  fr 
California  will  be  stated. 
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Public  Law  88-160 
88th  Congress,  H.  J.  Res.  192 
October  28,  1963 

Joint  TRcsolution 


77  STAT.  279. 


Relating  to  the  validity  of  certain  rice  acreage  allotments  for  1962  and  prior 

crop  years. 


Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  in  a  State  in  which  Agriculture, 
farm  rice  acreage  allotments  are  determined  on  the  basis  of  past  Rice  acreage 
iproduction  of  rice  by  the  producer  on  the  farm,  any  producer  rice  allotments, 
acreage  allotment  found  by  the  ASC  county  committee  or  the  ASC  validity. 
State  committee  to  have  been  properly  apportioned  from  the  State 
rice  acreage  allotment  and  the  acreage  allotment  for  any  farm  to 
which  such  producer  allotment  has  been  allocated  and  approved  by 
the  county  committee  in  good  faith  for  any  crop  year  1956  to  1962, 
both  inclusive,  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  validly  established  and 
shall  remain  in  effect,  and  the  farm  marketing  quota  and  farm  mar¬ 
keting  excess,  if  any,  shall  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  such  valid 
farm  rice  acreage  allotment. 

This  resolution  shall  not  apply  to  any  producer  rice  allotment  or 
any  planted  rice  acreage  that  has  been  obtained  by  duplication,  for¬ 
gery,  bribery,  intimidation,  or  practices  that  would  result  in  the  total 
allotted  acreage  in  the  State  exceeding  the  State  acreage  allotment, 
less  any  unallocated  reserve  acreage. 

Approved  October  28,  1963. 
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